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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Jupic1aL Trustees Bill came on for consideration in the 
House of Commons on Wednesday last, but Sir H. Fowrer 
pleaded for time to arrange modifications, and the consideration 
of the Bill was deferred. It will be observed that Mr. A. F. 
Warr, M.P., at the dinner of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa- 
tion, remarked that if the Bill should be passed “he should 
like to crave for it a very warm welcome, because he believed it 
would prove a very valuable friend to lawyers, and that it would 
very seldom be a nuisance at all.” Our own view is that this 
may possibly prove to be the case; but it is to be remembered, 
as we pointed out two or three weeks ago, that all but the bare 
outline of the scheme is to be provided for by rules, which 
ought to be added as a schedule to the Bill. 





WE wunNDERSTAND that the contention of the Inland Revenue 


Commissioners that foreclosure orders must be stam with ad 
valorem duty as conveyances on sale, to which we referred ante, 


p. 507, has led to a curious state of affairs in the offices of the 
Chancery Division. Under the existing practice, introduced a 
couple of years ago, with respect to the keeping of Chancery 
records, the original order is filed in the office and a duplicate 

iven out to the solicitor having the carriage of the order. For 
the purpose, however, of impressing the stamp the Somerset 
House authorities hold that the duplicate is useless, and they 
require the original order to be presented to them. But in the 
case which has come under our notice the regi has refused 
to let the original leave the office for any s pres. There 
ween nye ao | or the present the matter rests. Possibly this 
ei 


result of r contention will lead the authorities to reconsider 
their position. Even if Huntington v. Commissioners of Inland 


Revenue (44 W. R. 300) were a much safer decision, it would be 
a strong measure to make it the basis of levying stamp duty on 


| foreclosure orders, a class of instruments which by common 


consent have hitherto been exempt. But, having regard to 
the character of ‘that decision, the proposed change in practice 
is quite unjustifiable. 





Terr was some excellent speaking at the dinner of the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association this week, but perhaps the 
34 






ale er emt ahi Mochi pinib intranet Racer ini hn acetate’ 


578 _ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








most notable observations were those relative to the Houses of 
Parliament. Mr. Hoxiams’ remarks as to the importance of the 
business transacted by the committees on private Bills, and the 
care, patience, and courtesy with which these duties are dis- 
charged, will be indorsed by most practitioners of experience. 
It is, we believe, no great exaggeration to say that these com- 
mittees sometimes deal in one week with more important 
matters, from a pecuniary poiat of view, than all the courts in 
the country deal with in a whole year. There is, however, 
little general public interest in the work transacted so effi- 
ciently by these committees, and no special distinction can be 

ained by the persons sitting upon them, yet there is no 
Fithc ulty in getting members of Parliament to sacrifice a 
large number of days to attending in crowded and ill-venti- 
lated rooms to transact this business. We remember to have 
heard a member of Parliament, in an address during the 
recent election, remark: ‘‘I dare say you don’t very often 
see my name in the debates, but I may tell you that during the 
greater part of each Session I give up my time to sitting on 
committees; and there are people who think that the un- 
obtrusive work of committees is not the least useful function 
of a member of Parliament.” According to Lord James, how- 
ever, the new democracy has little sympathy with this kind of 
representative. He said that ‘‘a few days ago a member of 
Parliament received from his agent a letter which told him that 
he had only spoken once; and his agent went on to say: ‘I tell 
you that if you do not make yourself conspicuous within the 
next two or three weeks, you will never sit for your constituency 
again. Either be offensive or useful. If youare not one or the 
other, you will never have the confidence of your constituents.’ 
That might seem,” said Lord James, ‘‘to be an idle tale, but it 
represented the truth. It was the requirement of the con- 
stituencies that every one of their representatives should be 
an active member of the House | meaning thereby a frequent 
speaker}.”” This may explain a good deal of the cacoethes 
loquendi which at present obstructs the progress of business in 
Parliament. We note with satisfaction Mr. Bupn’s statement 
at the recent dinner that the Incorporated Law Society will 
have a balance to its credit at the end of the present year. 
But where did he get the information for his statement that 
the average income of solicitors is ‘something like £200 a 
year ” ? 





A curious anomaly has just been brought to light with regard 
to the liabilities of a receiver and manager appointed on behalf 
of debenture-holders. On taking possession of the company’s 
premises he becomes a new occupier as regards poor rate, but not 
as regards gas rate. He need only pay poor rate from the time of 
taking possession, but his gas will be cut off unless he pays up all 
arrears of gas rate or meterrent. The point as to poor rate was 
decided by Norrn, J., on the 2ist of April, in Richards v. 
Kidderminster Overseers (44 W.R. 505), under the Poor Rate 
Assessment and Collection Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 41), 8. 16, 
in favour of the receiver. In spite of a provision in the cover- 
ing deed that “‘ the receiver shall be deemed to be the agent of 
the m or, and shall as such agent for all purposes be 
deemed to be in exactly the same position as a receiver duly 
appointed by the mortgagee under the Conveyancing Act, 1881,” 

orTH, J., held he was in possession on behalf of the trustee for 
the debenture-holders, and that there had been a change of 
oceupation. In Paterson v. Gas Light and Coke Co. (ante, p. 388 
Kexewicn, J.,on the 18th of March, held that receivers an 
managers appointed by the court on behalf of debenture-holders 
became “new occupiers”’ when they took possession, and were 
entitled to a supply of gas without payment of arrears. But on 
the 9th of June the Court of Appeal reversed this decision, 
following Re Smith (41 W. R. 159; 1893, 1 Q. B. 323), where 
Vavenay Wi11,ms, J., decided that an official receiver in bank- 
ruptey was not entitled to a supply of gas without paying the 
arrears, such receiver merely coming in as successor to the 
debtor and occupying in his name and on his behalf. It is true 
that the gas cases arose under the Gasworks Clauses Act, 1871 
(34 & 35 Vict. c. 41), ss. 11 and 39, and special Acts. But the 
point in all the cases really turned on what was the actual 
nature of the receiver's occupation. The Court of Appeal seem 


the powers of a covering deed is not a new occupier, and 
on to decide that a receiver appointed by the court on behalf of 
the debenture-holders is in no better position. Primd facie one 
would have thought that the official receiver of a bankrupt 
represented the bankrupt as in Re Smith, but that the receiver 
and manager of debenture-holders represented those debenture. 
holders or mortgagees, and not the mortgagor company. Both 
Norrs and Kexewion, JJ., support this view. The question ig 
whether the Court of Appeal, in overruling Kexewicu, J., have 
not impliedly overruled the decision of Norru, J., in Richards y, 
Kidderminster Overseers, which was apparently not cited to them, 
or whether the anomaly is statutory, and not judicial at all, 
If the latter supposition be true, it certainly seems curious 
that, with our present franchise, gas rent should be so very 
much better secured than poor rate. 





WE print elsewhere a correspondence which has taken place 
between Messrs. Sprzr & Sons and the Board of Trade with refer. 
ence to an incident which occurred on the public examination of 
a debtor before a county court. After the conclusion of the 
examination of the debtor by the official receiver, the solicitor 
for the petitioning creditor commenced to examine the debtor, 
but had not proceeded far when the official receiver intervened, 
and, on the ground that the examination was only upon 
matters on which he had already examined the debtor, 
announced that he should decline, on the ground of expense, 
to allow the shorthand writer to continue to take down the 
examination. The Board of Trade, he said, were constantly 
complaining of the cost of the shorthand notes. After some 
discussion, the official receiver instructed the shorthand writer 
to continue taking the notes, apis | to himself the right to 
eliminate from them any portion which he thought was a repe- 
tition; or, according to the version of the official receiver, 
reserving the question of transcription for further considera- 
tion. It is stated that valuable information was elicited 
by the subsequent examination of the debtor. On the matter 
being laid before the Board of Trade a very singular reply 
was received. In the opinion of the Board it is the ‘‘duty” 
of the official receivers “to see that the expense of short- 
hand notes is kept within reasonable limits, especially where 
there are no assets,” and when any question appears to them 
to be irrelevant or unnecessary, it is their ‘‘duty” to bring 
the point to the notice of the court for its direction, under 
rule 67 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 and 1890. That rule 
enables the court to appoint a shorthand writer at a fee not 
exceeding one guinea a day, and for a transcript 8d. per folio of 
90 words, and provides that ‘such sums”—that is, the whols 
cost of such note and transcript—“ shall be paid by the party 
at whose instance the appointment was made, or out of the 
estate, as may be directed “ the court.” There is no power 
the court to apportion the costs, and impose one part om 
the person at whose instance the appointment was made, 
and the other part on the estate; and there is obviously 
no power to impose costs otherwise than on such person oF 
estate. But the Board of Trade actually ‘‘suggests” that 
where the solicitor for a petitioning creditor ‘‘ desires to examine 
a debtor,” and the official receiver declines to be personally 
responsible for the cost of the notes, the solicitor should either 
sahevabe to pay the cost of the notes or should obtain aa 
order that they should be charged against the estate. To the 
ordinary reader the plain intention of the rule is that the official 
receiver, at whose instance a shorthand writer has | 
appointed, shall, whether he or the Board of Trade like it oF 
not, be responsible for the costs of the notes and transcript, 
unless he obtains an order that they should be charged against 
the estate. We hope that this attempt “of the Board . 
impose a fetter on examination of the debtor on behalf 
the petitioning creditor will be resisted. It is in strange contrast 
to the proclamation of the benefits to public morality arising 
from the public examination of the debtor which was 
when the last Bankruptcy Act was passed. 





Ir 18 a popular legal superstition that every dog has his bite 
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y. Cox (1 Starkie 285) the allegation against the defendant was 
that he knew his dog to be accustomed to bite mankind, and 
Assort, J., directed the jury that to warrant a verdict for the 
plaintiff they must be satisfied that the dog had before the 
time of the injury complained of bitten some human being, 
and that the defendant knew it. So in Beck v. Dyson (4 Camp. 
198) proof that the dog was of a fierce and savage nature was 
held by Lord Extienzorovex to be insufficient. But the notion 
was overruled in Worth v. Gilling (L. R. 2 C. P. 1), and it was 
held to be enough to shew that the dog was of a fierce nature 
and had evinced an inclination to bite. Though, however, the 
legal necessity for the actual bite has thus been removed from 
our jurisprudence, proof of such an occurrence is still the 
readiest means of making out a case against the owner of the 
dog when the savage propensity is again indulged. But for 
this purpose must the bite be at the expense of a human being, 
or will some meaner animal serve as a victim? In the interest 
of humanity (other than dog-keeping humanity) it were to be 
wished that the latter view could prevail. It was actually taken 
by a humane county court judge in Osborne v. Chocqueel, 
where the dog had formerly whetted his appetite upon a goat. 
But the Divisional Court (ante, p. 532) have placed the strict 
logic of the law above any such merciful leanings, and 
have refused to see in the dog’s attack upon the goat, even 
though that attack ended fatally for the latter, any evidence of 
the dog’s disposition towards mankind. In Mason v. Keeling (12 
Mod., p. 335) there is to be found a curious remark by Govtp, 
J., that ‘if a dog be asswetus to bite cows, and the master know 
it, that will not be sufficient knowledge to make him liable for 
his biting sheep”’; from which it might be inferred that the 
entire race of men and domestic animals will not be safe against 
any particular dog until he has “sampled” an individual of 
each species. We must except sheep, however, for in favour of 
them the law has interposed, and 28 & 29 Vict. c. 60 is their 
Magna Charta. Apart from authority it must be conceded that 
the decision in Osborne v. Chocqueel is correct. That a dog chases 
asheep or a goat is no criterion of its disposition towards men. 
But Lord Russert very naturally raises the question whether 
the law of scienter as applied to dogs is justifiable, and in his 
view it is not. It would be much more intelligible, he says, if a 
man were to be responsible for whatever damage his dog did. 
It is difficult to see how there can be two opinions on this point. 
If anyone has to pay for a dog’s misdoings, so far as possible 
it should be the owner. The keeping of the dog is a mere 
luxury to him, and it is not for other people to suffer the con- 
sequences. Some day possibly the Legislature will have time 
to extend to human-kind the protection which sheep have 
enjoyed for the last thirty years. 


‘ Tux pectston of the Divisional Court (Porzock, B., and 
Bruce, J.) in Smelting Co. of Australia (Limited) v. Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue (ante, p. 546) seems to place an unduly nurrow 
construction upon the exemption in section 59 (1) of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, in favour of property situate out of the United 
Kingdom. The section imposes the ad valorem sale duty on the 
agreement for sale of property, instead of on the conveyance of 
the property, but it excepts, enter alia, ‘lands, tenements, here- 
ditaments, or heritages, or property locally situate out of the 
United Kingdom.” In the present case there had been an 
et for the sale of an estate in Illawarra, New South 

ales, to the appellant company, who were going to use the 
estate for the purpose of their business. ‘he rights and pro- 
erties sold included the benefit of a sole licence, which had 
been granted to the vendors, to use in the Illawarra district an 
invention protected by a certain patent, and the agreement was 
stamped, in accordance with the law of New South Wales, 
with stamp duty on the share of the consideration attributable 
to the licence. Upon the document, however, being presented 
for adjudication in this country the authorities contended 
that in respect of this property stamp duty must be paid 
Over again according to the English law, and the Divisional 
Court have upheld them in this contention. Possibly there may 

some difficulty in saying where property such as a licence for 
the use of a patent is situated, but it does not require much 
vonsideration to shew that the reasonable view is that it is 


situate where the licence is to be enjoyed. Porzock, B., seems 
to have thought that the word “property” in the passage 
quoted above was in some way to be construed with reference to 
the words “lands, tenements, hereditaments, or heritages,” 
which precede it. The exception, he said, applies to heredita- 
ments outside the kingdom, but not to property which has no 
situation. But it is clear that these words have nothing to do 
with the matter, and the sole question is as to the effect of the 
exemption in favour of “ property locally situate out of the 
United Kingdom.” The view that the licence cannot receive 
the benefit of the exemption because it is not “‘ situate ’’ any- 
where seems to be manifestly wrong. The section contemplates 
that all property has a local situation, and when that situation 
is abroad the exemption takes effect. The problem which the 
court had to face was where the licence was in fact situate, 
and this, apparently, they failed to deal with. As we have 
said, the common-sense view is that the licence, which was to be 
used in New South Wales, was property situate in New South 
Wales, and so was entitled to the exemption. 





In a case heard last week at a metropolitan police court an 
organ-grinder was charged with refusing to depart from the 
neighbourhood of a house when requested, and was fined for the 
offence. Charges of this sort have been very frequent lately, 
and seldom a week passes without one or two convictions being 
reported. Primd facie everyone is entitled to play a musical 
instrument in the open air if he pleases; but if he does so in 
such a manner as to interfere with the comfort of his neighbours, 
he is guilty of a nuisance. The remedy supplied by the common 
law for a nuisance is, however, far too clumsy to be of any 
practical use against the street musician, and without statutory 
protection we should be left to the mercy of these gentlemen, 
who so often use their powers of producing noise in order to 
compel their victims to purchase quietness. The country at 
large can protect itself against this nuisance only by means of 
bye-laws, but London is protected by the Street Music (Metro- 
polis) Act, 1864. This statute provides that any householder “‘ may 
require any street musician or street singer to depart from the 
neighbourhood of the house of such householder, on account of 
the illness or on account of the interruption of the ordinary 
occupations or pursuits of any inmate of such house, or for other 
reasonable or sufficient cause”; and any person who continues 
to play or sing “after being so required to depart” is made 
liable to a penalty not exceeding forty shillings, or else to 
imprisonment for not exceeding three days. It must be noticed 
fhat the musician cannot be required to depart unless for good 
cause; that is, unless he is committing a nuisance. Theres can 
be little doubt that the magistrate who hears a charge is the 
sole judge as to whether or not the cause is ‘‘reasonable and 
sufficient.” A point has, however, been raised on the construc- 
tion of the statute, which is certainly open to doubt—lIs the 
person who requires a musician to depart bound to state 
to the musician his reason for wishing him to go away? 
Some of the metropolitan magistrates have refused to convict 
any musician under the Act unless such reason were given 
him when he was ordered off. It is submitted that these 
magistrates are right. The Act only empowers a house- 
holder to require the musician to depart on account of 
certain things, and provides that he may be punished on 
refusing to depart ‘‘ after being so required.” May it not fairly 
be argued that the word ‘‘so” points to a certain manner in 
which he must be required to depart. If so, that manner can 
only be “ on account of illness,” &c., and therefore the cause for 
requiring him to depart should be given to the musician by the 
householder. But, further, the organ-grinder is not breaking 
the law unless he is committing a nuisance. He cannot say 
whether or not he is committing a nuisance until he is told in 
what respect his music is offensive, and it seems only reasonable 
to give him such information. 








In rrovinciaL towns bye-laws against this nuisance may 


| be made under section 28 of the Municipal Corporations 


Act, 1882, and there can be no doubt that when framed 


‘on the model of the metropolitan Act such bye-laws are 
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valid. Many corporations, however, have made attempts to go 
far beyond the terms of this Act, but have generally failed to 
support such a bye-law when its validity has come to be decided 
by the High Court. Thus the town of Ryde forbade any 
musician to play in the streets without previously having 
obtained a licence so to do from the mayor (Munro v. Watson, 57 
L. T. 366); Croydon forbade musicians to play at all on 
Sundays (Johnson v. Mayor of Croydon, 16 Q. B. D. 708); but 
both these bye-laws were held to be invalid as being unreason- 
able on the grounds discussed lately in this journal (ante, p. 454). 
When, however, the bye-law is in effect the same as the metro- 
politan Act, and only makes the musician liable to a penalty 
when he is guilty of a nuisance, such bye-law is reasonable and 
valid (Reg. v. Powell, 51 L. T. 92). County councils might also 
make bye-laws for country districts to the same effect, under 
section 16 of the Local Government Act, 1888. A curious point was 
decided on the metropolitan Act in the case of Reg. v. Hopkins 
(1893, 1 Q. B. 621). In this case a street musician was con- 
victed and ordered to pay a fine of forty shillings, and in default 
of payment the magistrate ordered him to be imprisoned fora 
month. Under the Act, if the defendant had been sentenced to 
imprisonment in the first instance instead of in default of pay- 
ment of the fine, he could not have been sentenced to more than 
three days. The Act is, however, merely an amendment of 
section 57 of the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839, under which a 
fine only and not imprisonment could have been inflicted for this 
offence; but section 77 of the latter Act provides that in case 
of default in payment of any fine not exceeding five pounds 
impri ent may be awarded up toone month. The court 
decided that the magistrate was right, and that, although he 
could not have inflicted more than three days’ imprisonment 
without the option of a fine, he was justified in sending the de- 
fendant to prison for a month in default of payment of the fine. 








NEGLIGENCE IN GETTING IN TITLE DEEDS. 


Orprvarity a purchaser of land free from incumbrances or a 
first mortgagee protects himself by getting a conveyance of the 
legal estate, and by procuring at the same time delivery of the 
title deeds. If he fails to obtain the deeds, the probability is 
that they have been deposited by way of equitable security, and 
then the question arises whether the legal estate will be 
sufficient to give the purchaser or mortgagee priority over the 
equitable incumbrancer. It is obvious that by neglecting to 
inquire for the deeds the legal owner, if he is to be allowed to 
set up his legal title, does a wrong to the equitable incum- 
brancer. The inquiry would probably result in the discovery of 
the incumbrance, and, as notice of its existence would deprive 
the legal title of its efficiency, the purchaser or mortgagee would 
decline to go on with the transaction and both parties would be 
safe. And, short of actual omission to inquire for the title deeds, 
there may be negligence on the part of the intending purchaser 
or mortgagee such as to prevent him from receiving notice of an 
incumbrance which by the use of proper precautions he could 
not fail to discover. A similar question may arise where the 
legal mortgagee, after having had the title deeds in his e8- 
sion, gives them up again to his mortgagor, and so enables the 
latter to create an equitable incumbrance. But in such a case 
there may be more than mere negligence on the part of the 
legal ae. He may be acting in collusion with the mort- 
gegor to enable the latter to raise further money on the property. 
is conduct, if at the same time he suppresses his own mort- 
gage, is then fraudulent, and there is no doubt that on this 
ground he will be postponed to the equitable incumbrancer, not- 
withstanding his ion of the legal estate. Possibly, too, 
there may be fraud where the estate of a purchaser or mortgagee 
is subsequent in point of time to the equitable incumbrance. 
But even when there is no actual fraud, and the owner of the 
legal estate has been no more than negligent, his conduct does a 
serious injury to the equitable incumbrancer by deposit, and 
there has been a strong tendency in the courts, at any rate where 
the igence can be characterized as gross, to punish the 
person in fault by depriving him of the protection of the legal 
estate, and if his title is prior in point of time to that of the 
equitable incumbrancer, by allowing preference to the latter. 


the ground either of fraud or of gross negligence seems to be 
countenanced by the recent judgment of Onrrry, J., in Brown y, 
Stedman (44 W. R. 458). In 1884 Mrs. Srepman by deed 
demised certain premises to Reap for a term of twenty-one 
years. In March, 1894, Reap deposited the deed with the 
plaintiffs as security for a debt due from him tothem. Later 
in the same year the plaintiffs commenced an action to enforce 
their security, but the action was not registered as a /is pendeng, 
During the pendency of the action Reap entered into negotia- 
tions for the sale of the lease to Frrenp, and ultimately the 
lease was surrendered by Reap to Mrs. SrzepMan, and a new 
lease was granted by her to Frienp. Neither Mrs. Srzpmay 
nor FrrenD had actual notice of the plaintiffs’ security. At the 
time of the surrender the managing clerk of Mrs. Srzpman’s 
solicitors inquired for the lease, and was informed by Reap that 
it could not be got as a friend of his had it, but that it had not 
been charged or dealt with in any way. Rxzap’s manner in 
making this statement appears to have been unsatisfactory, but 
the clerk did not prosecute the inquiry further, and the surren- 
der was accepted without production of the lease. 


Under these circumstances the equitable incumbrancers 
claimed that there had been gross negligence for which Mrs, 
SrzpMan and the new lessee were responsible, and that the legal 
estate of the latter ought to be postponed. COurrry, J., admitted 
that, upon the authorities, the fot owner might be postponed 
either on the ground of fraud or of gross or wilful carelessness, 
but he observed that the court would not impute fraud or gross 
or wilful negligence to the holder of the legal estate, if he had 
bond fide inquired for the deeds and a reasonable excuse had 
been given for not delivering them. Upon this statement of 
the law it might have been supposed that the court would have 
had no great difficulty in imputing gross negligence in the 
present case. It is not common for the owners of property to 
lend their title deeds to friends so that the deeds cannot be pro- 
duced when required for purposes of business, and, judging 
from the facts as stated in the report, the excuse assigned for 
non-delivery of the lease seems to have been anything but a 
reasonable one. Curry, J., however, held that there had been 
no conduct which, upon the authorities, he was entitled to 
characterize as gross negligence, and he refused to interfere with 
the legal estate. 

But although the result seems to be open to criticism, if it is 
true that either fraud or gross negligence is a ground for post- 
poning the legal estate, it is clearly in accordance with another, 
and apparently more correct, doctrine that the court interferes 
only on the ground of fraud, and that in speaking of gross 
negligence the court has intended by this term to denote conduct 
which comes so near to fraud as to be fairly classified therewith. 
In other words, the gross negligence which will postpone the 
legal estate must be such as to amount to evidence of fraud. 
Undoubtedly there are authorities which favour the doctrine as 
stated by Cuirry, J. In Hewitt v. Loosemore (9 Hare, p. 458) 
Turyer, V.C., said that a legal mortgagee was not to be post- 
poned to a prior equitable one upon the ground of his not 
having got in the title deeds, unless there was fraud or gross and 
wilful negligence on his part. In Collyer v. Finch (5 H. L. ©. 
928) Lord Cranworrtu, C., said that in order to deprive the first 
mortgagee of his legal priority the party claiming by title sub- 
sequent must satisfy the court that the first mortgagee has been 
guilty either of fraud or gross negligence, but for which he 
would have had the deeds in his possession. And so again in 
Perry Herrick vy. Attwood (2 D, G. & J., p. 37) the same authority 
laid down the law as follows: “‘I consider it to have been 
established beyond doubt that the law is that the person having 
the legal estate without the title deeds is not tebe postponed to 
@ subsequent incumbrancer having the title deeds, unless he has 
been guilty of something which the law calls fraud or gross 
negligence.” On the other hand, there is the early statement 
of the rule by Lord Expon, ©., in Evans v. Bicknell (6 Ves. 173) 
according to which the mere circumstance of parting with the 
title deeds is not of itself a sufficient und to postpone the 
first mortgagee, “unless there is fraud, concealment, or some 
such purpose, . . . or gross negligence that amounts to evidence 
of a fraudulent intention” ; and Lord Cranworrn, in his judg- 
ment in Collyer v. Finch,to which we have just referred, spea 





The doctrine that the court can interfere in this manner cn 





of “ gross negligence, so gross as to be tantamount to fraud.” 
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For the present, however, the matter rests upon the review of 
the authorities contained in the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
delivered by Fry, L.J., in Northern Counties Fire Insurance Co. 
y. Whipp (32 W. R. 629, 26 Oh. D. 482). After pointing out 
that Lord Cranwortu did not really intend to lay down any 
new principle in Collyer v. Finch, Fry, L.J., summed up the law 
as follows: The court will postpone the prior legal estate to a 
subsequent equitable estate («) where the owner of the legal 
estate has assisted in or connived at the fraud which has led to 
the creation of a subsequent equitable estate, and of this 
assistance or connivance the omission to use ordinary care in 
inquiry after or keeping title deeds may be sufficient evidence, 
where such conduct cannot be otherwise explained ; and (4) where 
the owner of the legal estate has constituted the mortgagor his 
agent with authority to raise money. But the court will not 

ne the prior legal estate to the subsequent equitable 
estate on the ground of any mere carelessness or want of 
prudence on the part of the legal owner. The same principle 
applies where the equitable estate is prior in point of time to 
the legal estate. 

The result is that what the court acts upon is fraud and nothing 
less, and although the matter has been much co by bringing 
in gross negligence—apparently as a distinct ground for interfer- 
ence—yet the negligence is only relevant as evidence of fraud, 
and when the owner of the legal estate can rid himself of all 
imputation of an actually fraudulent intention it follows that he 
is safe, however negligent he may have been, and however 
serious be the loss which his negligence inflicts on the equitable 
incumbrancer. In Whipp v. Northern Counties Fire Insurance Co. 
an attempt was made to establish a duty on the part of the 
owner of the legal estate to holders of the title deeds, so that for 
negligence in the observance of this duty he would be liable; 
but the attempt failed. The Court of Appeal held that no duty 
was imposed on the owner of the legal estate to keep his title 
deeds in safe custody, and negligence in such custody was not 
the ground of a legal liability. This state of the law can hardly 
be regarded as satisfactory. The possession of the title deeds is 
properly deemed to be a matter of the utmost importance in 
dealing with land ; but the tendency of the decisions is to neglect 
the title deeds, and to exalt the legal estate, thereby it would 
No one is bound to deal 
with an owner of land who cannot produce his deeds, and it is 
not apparent why anyone who chooses to do so should not be 
left to bear the risk. 








EVIDENCE IN CASES OF OFFENCES AGAINST 
WOMEN. 


Tax decision of the Court for the Consideration of Crown 
Cases Reserved in Reg. v. Lillyman (reported in another column) 
is of very great importance, for it deals with a question of 
evidence which arises almost daily in our criminal courts. The 
question was whether in cases of rape and indecent assault 
and kindred offences against women evidence may be given that 
the prosecutrix made a complaint of the wrong done to her as 
soon after the event as circumstances erp and, if so, 
whether the person to whom the complaint was made may, in 
examination in chief, not only depose to the fact that a com- 
aye was made by the prosecutrix, but may state the particu- 

of the complaint—repeat, in fact, the words used by the 
prosecutrix in making it. 

No one who has experience of criminal practice can fail 
to be aware that the views of different judges upon this 
a have shown considerable variance. The usage laid 

wn by the text-books, and followed as a general rule by 
the courts, has been to admit evidence on behalf of the prose- 
cutrix that a complaint was made and that some person was 
named in the complaint, but to exclude all particulars of 
the complaint. The reason for allowing evidence of the fact of 
the complaint is to give the jury an opportunity of considerin 
the conduct of the woman alleged to lose been outraged with 
4 view to testing her character and credibility, The essence of 

offence in the majority of these cases (although this must 
taken subject to the provisions of the Criminal Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1885) lies in the fact that the act was done against 





the will of the woman. The woman, of course, gives evidence 
as to the commission of the offence by the prisoner, and as to 
the absence of consent on her part. The fact that she made a 
complaint has, from an early period in the history of our law, 
been held to be material evidence as negativing her consent, 
and has for that reason been admitted. But the exclusion of 
the particulars of the complaint certainly seems to reduce the 
value of this evidence toa minimum. The jury is left to guess 
whether the statement made was in fact a complaint at all, 
and whether it in fact related to the acts of the prisoner which 
form the subject of the charge. It is not surprising, therefore, 
that some judges of great authority have permitted the person 
to whom the complaint was made to state, as far as possible, 
the actual words used by the prosecutrix in making it. 

This practice has now received the sanction of the highest tri- 
bunal in criminal matters, and will in future be universally fol- 
lowed. It must, however, be remembered that the particulars of 
the complaint are to be received only ‘‘ for the purpose of enabling 
the jury to judge for themselves whether the conduct of the 
prosecutrix was consistent with her testimony on oath given in 
the witness box negativing her consent, and affirming that the 
acts complained of were against her will, and in accordance 
with the conduct they would expect in a truthful woman under 
the circumstances detailed by her.” The danger is that the 
particulars may be regarded by the jury as evidence of the facts 
referred to in them; they are not, of course, such evidence, 
and a careful judge will, no doubt, impress this fact upon 
the jury ; and the danger referred to will be further minimized 
if the rule adverted to in the very exhaustive judgment of 
Hawkins, J., be strictly adhered to—that evidence of the com- 
plaint should not be permitted to be given-until after direct 
evidence of the acts charged against the prisoner has been 
given by the prosecutrix or by some other witness. 

Thus safeguarded, the practice sanctioned by Reg. v. Lilly- 
man is in accordance with good sense, and the decision satis- 
factorily settles a point which has been involved in uncertainty 
for a period which seems risingly long considering the un- 
fortunate frequency with which these cases come before our 
assize courts and quarter sessions. 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Hints as to Advising on Title, and Practical Suggestions for 
Perusing and Analysing Abstracts, with an Outline of the Law 
relating to Title to Land and Tables of Stamp Duties since 1815. 
By Wit11AmM Henry Gover, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Third 
Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The District Councillors’ Handbook, being a Summary of their 
Powers and Duties in matters other than the Administration of the 
Poor Law. By J. C. SwivsurneE-Hanuam, Barrister-at-Law. 
Shaw & Sons. 

The Parish Councillor’s Manual, being an Explanation of the 
Powers and Duties of Parish Councils. By T. R. ConquHoun 
Dri, Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 








The judges (Cave and Kennedy, JJ.) have fixed the following commis- 
sion days for the summer assizes on the Northern Circuit, viz. :—Appleby, 
Monday, June 29; Carlisle, W , July 1; Lancaster, Monday, 
July 6; Manchester, Thursday, July 9; Liverpool, Saturday, July 25. 

During the progress of business in Queen’s Bench Court VIII. on the 
12th inst., says the St. James's Gazette, Mr. Justice Cave, who was sitting 
with Mr. Justice Wills asa Divisional Court, directed the usher to fetch 
the engineer of the building. On that official’s arrival the learned judge 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


SHORTHAND WRITERS’ NOTES ON EXAMINATIONS IN 
BANKRUPTCY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Now that so much is heard of the result of officialism, and 
thinking it may be of some public interest, we send herewith copy 
of a correspondence which has recently taken place between ourselves 
and the Board of Trade in regard to an incident which took place 
at the Hastings County Court. Spyer & Sons. 

53, New Broad-street, London, June 15. 


The following is the correspondence referred to :— 


Dear Sir, May 13th, 1896. 
Re S. Pearl. 
No. 13 of 1896. 
(Hastings County Court.) 

A member of our firm, as representing the petitioning creditor, who was 
practically the only creditor in the above case, attended on Monday at the 
county court at Hastings for the purpose of conducting the public ex- 
amination of the debtor. After the examination of the debtor by Mr. 
Howard W. Cox, the Brighton official receiver, had concluded (this was 
necessarily in our view of a somewhat incomplete character, for the debtor 
kept no books), Mr. Spyer commenced his examination on behalf of the 

itioning creditor. After Mr. Spyer’s examination had proceeded for a 
short time, the official receiver got up and stated that in his opinion Mr. 
Spyer was only examining upon matters upon which he (the official receiver) 
had already examined the debtor, and that therefore he should decline 
to allow the shorthand writer who was taking down the examination to 
continue to do so, as he could not sanction the expense being incurred, for 
the Board of Trade were constantly complaining of the cost of the short- 
hand writer’s notes. Mr. Spyer pointed out to the official receiver that it 
was not for him to take objection to the mode of conducting the examina- 
tion, but for the court; and that until he was stopped by the court (which 
he had not been) he should certainly not refrain from continuing to 
examine the debtor in the way he judged most proper in the interest of 
his client. The official receiver then repeated that he would not permit 
the shorthand writer to continue to take down the notes of the examina- 
tion; and Mr. Spyer thereupon stated that he should decline to proceed 
with the examination, which would be useless unless it appeared upon the 
court records, and that unJess the shorthand writer was directed to con- 
tinue taking the note he should not ask any more questions, but should 
report the matter to the Board of Trade, and ascertain whether the official 
receiver had received instructions to act as he was doing. As the result 
of the position taken up by Mr. Spyer, the official receiver instructed the 
shorthand writer to continue taking the notes, reserving to himself the 
right to eliminate from the notes any portion thereof which he thought was 
@ repetition. As the result of Mr. Spyer’s examination important 
information was obtained from the debtor. 

We think it only right to call your attention to what has taken place in 
this case, which we venture to think in our experience of bankruptcy is 
absolutely without precedent ; and we can hardly imagine that the Board 
of Trade can have given, or been party to giving, instructions to the 
official receiver which could justify him in acting as he did, and which 
practically means that the official receiver arrogates to himself the right of 
oie a a solicitor, as representing the creditor, ought to 

a 2 

Although, perhaps, it is hardly necessary that we should refer you to the 
Act, still it may be convenient to refer to section 17, which shows that the 
** court” has to decide what questions shall be put to a debtor, and that 
such notes as the “‘ court ’’ (not the official receiver) thinks proper should 
be taken down “in writing ’’ and signed by the debtor; and to rule 67, 
which shows that the shorthand writer is appointed by the “ court,’’ and 
not by the official receiver. We venture to think that there is nothing in 
the Act which empowers an official receiver to eliminate from the notes of 
the examination matters which he may consider repetition or unnecessary. 

We shall be glad to have your views upon what has taken place.—Yours 
faithfully, be ge Sryvzr & Sons. 

John Sinith, Esq., Board of Trade, Whitehall, 8.W. 

Dear Sir, May 13th, 1896. 

; wet toe ae at ; 

Having regard to w too at the public examination herein, 
we have thought it proper to addeomn a letter to the Inspector-General in 
Bankruptcy upon the matter. As a matter of courtesy we send herewith 
a copy of the letter we have written.—Yours faithfully, 


(Signed) Sryvex & Sons. 
Howard W. Coz, Veq., The Official Receiver, Brighton. 


4, Pavilion-buildings, Brighton, May 14th, 1896. 
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whether your client’s advice to the bankrupt had resulted in a gain or 
loss.—Y ours faithfully, 


(Signed) Howanp W. Cox, Official Receiver, 
Messrs. Spyer & Sons, 53, New Broad-street. 








Dear Sir, May 21st, 1896, 
Re Pearl. 
Hastings County Court. 
No. 13 of 1896. 
We expected before this to have received a reply to our communication 


to you of the 13th inst.—Yours faithfully, 3 
(Signed) 


John Smith, Esq., Board of Trade, Whitehall. 


Gentlemen, Board of Trade, 23rd May, 1896, 
Re Pearl. 

I am directed by the Inspector-General in Bankruptcy to acknowledge 
the receipt of your letter of the 21st instant, and to inform you in reply 
that he isin communication with the official receiver in regard to your 
complaint, and will reply fully to your letter in the course of a few days.— 
I am, gentlemen, your obedient servant, Frank L. Crank. 

Messrs. Spyer & Sons, 53, New Broad-street, E.C. 


Gentlemen, Board of Trade, Ist June, 1896. 

With reference to your letter of the 13th ult., I am directed by the 
Inspector-General in Bankruptcy to state that as the public examination 
of a debtor is a proceeding before the court it rests with the court at the 
hearing to decide any point of dispute which may arise between the 
parties before it. No instructions have been given to official receivers in 
bankruptcy which would justify them in attempting to decide what 
questions should or should not be put to a debtor at his public examina- 
tion, but it is clearly their duty to see that the expense of shorthand 
notes is kept within reasonable limits, especially where there are no assets, 
and when therefore any question appears to them to be irrelevant or 
unnecessary it is their duty to bring the point to the notice of the court 
for its direction under rule 67 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 and 1890, 
as to how the cost is to be met. 

In the case to which you direct attention the official receiver states that 
no suggestion was made as to eliminating anything from the notes, and 
that he arranged with the shorthand writer to continue taking the notes, 
reserving the question of transcription for further consideration. 

I would venture to suggest, however, that in any future case where you 
desire to examine a debtor, and where the official receiver declines to be 
personally responsible for the cost of the notes, the difficulty may be over- 
come by your undertaking to pay the costs or by your obtaining an order 
that they should be charged against the estate.—I am, gentlemen, your 
obedient servant, Frank L. Ciagk. 

Messrs. Spyer & Sons, 53, New Broad-street, London, E.C. 


Sir, June 2nd, 1896. 
We are obliged for your letter of yesterday’s date, and note with 
satisfaction that you agree with us that it rests with the court to decide 
what questions should or should not be put to a debtor at his public 
examination, and not with the official receiver, and that you have not 
given any such instructions as has been suggested in this particular case. 
With regard to the latter part of the first i 
which you state that it is the duty of the official receiver to keep the 
expense of the shorthand notes within a reasonable limit, and that if any 
question appears to be irrelevant or unnecessary to bring the point to the 
notice of the court under rule 67, we have carefully read the rule in 
question, and we fail to find that there is anything therein which would 
justify the official receiver acting in the way you suggest, and we shall be 
glad if you will indicate the precise portion of the rule which you say 
does so. : 
With regard to the second paragraph of your letter, all we can say i 
that if Mr. Cox, the official receiver, denies the accuracy of our statement 
as to what took place, he says that which is not correct; we would point 
out to you that in his letter to us, of which we sent you a copy, he did 
not deny our version of what took place as stated in our letter to you. 
With regard to the third paragraph of your letter, we would point out 
to you that in our view the official receiver has neither the right nor the 
power to decline to be responsible for the costs of the notes when the 
court has once sanctioned the appointment of a ehorthand writer ; and we 
shall be glad to know if we are to understand that it is by your direction 
that an official receiver takes up the position of declining such responsi- 
bility, or of allowing the notes to be taken reserving to himself the right 
of deciding afterwards what is to be transcribed. 
The last paragraph of your letter has no application to the present case, 
nor to the case of the public examination of a debtor; the practice 
for the court under the rules to appoint a shorthand writer to take down 
the evidence, and if there be no estate his fees for the transcript would 
have to be defrayed in the ordinary way out of the public funds available 
for that p 6 
We shall be glad to receive your further reply hereon, as we think the 
matter is of some im to the public, and we propose with your per- 
mission sending the whole of the correspondence to the legal newspapers 
—Yours truly, Sprer & Sons. 
John Smith, Esq., Board of Trade, Whitehall, 8.W. 


Board of Trade, 10th June, 1896. 
Re Pearl, Hastings, a Bankrupt. 

I am desired by the Inspector-General in Bankruptcy to acknowledge 
the receipt of your letter of the 2nd inst., and to inform you, in reply, 
that in opinion the questions raised by you are not of a cha’ 
which can be solved any expression of opinions either on your 
or on that of the 1 receiver, or the Board of Trade; and that he 
must therefore decline further correspondence on the cubject. The 

uestion whether, or how far, the receiver is personally a 
Able for the costs of taking and transcribing notes of a deb t 
examination where there are no assets belonging to the estate out 
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which these expenses can be paid can only be decided by the court 
having jurisdiction in the matter.—I am, gentlemen, your obedient 
Frank L. 


se L. Crank. 


rvant, 
Messrs. Spyer & Sons, 53, New Broad-street, E.C. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


RICHMOND HILL STEAMSHIP CO. v. CORPORATION OF TRINITY 
HOUSE—C.A. No. 1, 16th June. 


Suip—Licut Durs—MEaAsvuREMENT OF TonnaAGE—DeEck Carco—** Goons’”’ 
—Horszs anp CatttE—Mercuant Surerine Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 
80), s. 23. 
Appeal and cross appeal from the judgment of Lord Russell of Killowen, 

0.J., at the trial of the action without a jury (reported, 1896, 1 Q. B. 493). 

The plaintiffs were the owners ot the steamship Richmond Hill, and the 

defendants were the collectors of light dues payable by vessels entering 

the port of London. On the 7th of December, 1894, the Richmond Hiil 
arrived in the port of London from New York, having on board a deck 
cargo of seventeen horses and 350 head of cattle, carried in covered sheds, 
divided into pens, on the deck. These sheds and pens were part of the 
fittings ofthe ship. In pursuance of section 23 of the Merchant Shipping 

Act, 1876, a surveyor of customs boarded the ship for the purpose of 

ascertaining the tonnage of the ship upon which light dues were payable, 

and measured the said deck cargo, measuring the length, width, and 
height of the sheds by outside measurements, the result being 328 tons. 

By section 23 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1876 (which has been 

repealed, but is re-enacted in section 85 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 

1894), ‘‘ifany ship - . Carries as deck cargo, that is to say, in any 

uncovered space upon deck, or in any covered space not included in the 

cubical contents forming the ship’s registered tonnage, timber, stores, or 
other goods, all dues —— on the ship’s tonnage shall be payable as if 
there were added to the ship’s registered tonnage the tonnage of the space 
occupied by such goods. . . . Thes so occupied shall be deemed 
to be the space limited by the area occupied by the goods and by straight 
lines enclosing a rectangular space sufficient to include the goods.” The 
defendants demanded £3 16s. 6d. for light dues payable in respect of the 
328 tons, and the plaintiffs paid it under protest, and brought this action 
to recover it back. Lord Russell of Killowen, C.J., held that live animals 
were ‘‘ goods ”? within section 23, but that a wrong principle of measure- 
ment had been adopted, the surveyor having to measure not the sheds but 
the space occupied by the animals themselves, making reasonable allow- 
ance for their free bodily movements. He accordingly gave judgment 
for the plaintiffs for £1. The plaintiffs and the defendants both 


appealed. 

Tus Court (Lord Esxer, M.R., Kay and A. L. Surtn, L.JJ.), dismissed 
the appeals. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that, considering what light dues were for, 
namely, as a payment for the safety of the ship and cargo, it would be 
strange if the word ‘‘ goods’’ in section 23 was confined to wooden goods, as 
argued, on the principle of ¢jusdem generis. In his opinion ** goods’? must 
have its ordinary meaning as including things carried as , and there- 
fore included horses and animals. Next, as to the mode of measurement, 
“the space occupied by the goods’ meant the space actually occupied by 
the animals with reasonable facilities for their movements. The sur- 
veyor had to measure a hypothetical shed consisting of a rec’ space 
no larger than was necessary for actual occupation by the animals with 
reasonable facilities for them, and then to take the measurement of the 
inside of that shed. The judgment therefore was right. 

Kay and A. L. Surru, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsrt, J. Lawson Walton, 
QC., and Holman; Bucknill, Q.C., and Butler Aspinall. Sourcrrors, Down- 
ing, Holman, § Co. ; Sandilands § Co, 

{Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THOMSON v. THOMSON—No. 2, 10th June. 


Divorce—Variation or SerrLeMent—Degatn or Prrrrrongr AFTsr DECREE 
AxssoLure—Marrimontat Causes Act, 1859 (22 & 23 Vicr. c. 61), s. 5— 
Marrmonrat Causes Act, 1878 (41 Vicr. c. 19), s. 3—Conveyancine 
AnD Law or Property Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vier. c. 41), s. 39. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the President of the Divorce Divi- 
sion. The husband presented a petition for divorce by reason of his 
wife’s adultery, and obtained a decree nisi on the 14th of June, 1895. 
On the marriage the husband brought into settlement a sum of £10,000, 
which was invested and settled on the usual trusts—viz., the first life 
interest to the husband, second life interest to the wife, remainder to the 
children of the marriage. On the hearing of the petition an agreement 
Was made between the parties and was signed by their respective counsel, 
whereby the petitioner agreed to settle sufficient funds to secure to the 
Tespondent £120 per annum for her life, and the respondent agreed to the 
trusts of the settlement being set aside, and to the remainder of the trust 

being retransferred to the petitioner absolutely, there being no 
children of the The respondent also agreed to the appoint- 
Ment of the same trustees of the new settlement as of the o settle- 
ment. On the 19th of January, 1896, the decree nisi was e@ absolute, 
andon the 7th of February, 1896, the husband presented a petition to 
vary the trusts of the settlement and to carry out the agreement of the 
of June, 1895. Shortly afterwards the petitioner died. An appli- 
ray to make the legal petoonal representative of the petitioner a party 
the proceedings was dismissed by the registrar, and his decision was 


affirmed by the President, who held that the court had no jurisdiction 


under the Divorce Acts, and that the Legislature intended in the Act of 


1859 to limit the power of altering settlements to the al benefit of a 
husband, wife, or children. Section 5 of the Ma mial Causes Act, 
1859, provides that ‘‘ the court after a final decree of nullity of marriage 


or dissolution of marriage may inquire into the existence of ante-nuptial 
or post-nuptial settlements made on the parties whose is the 
subject of the decree, and may make such orders with reference to the 
application of the whole o> 0 pealion of Oho pene Ser enn 
benefit of the children of the marriage or of ve ts as to 
the court shall seem fit.’”” By section 3 of the Matrimo Causes Act, 
1878, the court is empowered to exercise the powers vested in it by section 
5 of the Act of 1859, ‘‘ notwithstanding that there are no children of the 
marriage.” By section 39 (1) of ae rene Act, 1881, ‘‘ notwith- 
standing that a married woman is from auticipation, the court 
may, if it thinks fit, where it appears to the court to be her benefit, by 
judgment or order, with her consent, bind her interest in any property.” 
The legal personal representative appealed, and argued that if recourse 
was had to the Conveyancing Act it was for the wife’s benefit to accept 
the terms when they were offered to her. Otherwise the remedy lay 
under section 5 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1859. In either case the 
court had jurisdiction. 

Tue Court (Lrxpiey, Lorzs, and Ricsy, L.JJ.), without calling upon 
the respondent, dismissed the appeal. 
Linoiey, L.J., did not see any way out of the difficulty. He stated the 
facts, and said the application was made by the legal personal representa- 
tive to vary the settlement. One way was to enforce the agreement of the 
14th of June without reference to the Divorce Acts; if the wife had not 
been restrained from anticipation, his lordship did not see why that should 
not have been done, but unfortunately she was restrained. The agree- 
ment could not be enforced, therefore, unless it could be converted into 
one which was binding on her. That could only be done under section 39 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. That section conferred power on the 
court to free married women from restraints on anticipation ; but she was 
not a married woman, her husband being dead. e short and best 
answer was that she was not a married woman, and with or without the 
section it could not be done. The parties were driven back to the Divorce 
Acts, which first conferred jurisdiction on the Divorce Court by the Act of 
1857. They had to consider section 5 of the Act of 1859. How could 
they say that there was jurisdiction to make any order for the benefit of 
the parents, the Sonbenl being dead, and there being no children? The 
Act was intended for the benefit of living people. The President had 
tuken the correct view, and the court had no jurisdiction. 
Lorgs, L.J., was of the same opinion. 
Riesy, L.J., said that none of the sections in question applied. No 
order now made could be for the benefit of any living person. Appeal 
dismissed.—Covunset, Bayford, Q.C., Haldane, Q.C., and Bargrave Deane ; 
gee Q.C., and Priestley. Soxicrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; Seaton 
F. Taylor. 





[Reported by W. SHatioross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re ALLEN, ADCOCK v. EVANS—Chitty, J., 17th June. 


ApMINISTRATION—RiGHT or Retarver—Spxciatty AND Smowete Contract 
CREDITORS. 


This was a summons by persons claiming to be creditors of the estate of 
the above-named intestate for payment by the administratrix of three 
quarters’ rent due under an indenture of lease dated in 1886, or for 
administration. The administratrix claimed a right of retainer to an 
amount exceeding the whole amount of the estate. By an indenture of 
mortgage dated in 1893, the intestate covenanted for the t to 
with interest, six months after the date thereof, of £800 to 
intestate by R.; and certain leasehold i held for 
for life, with remainder to the defendant absolutely, under a vol 
settlement made by the intestate in 1877, were, by the ction 
intestate and of the defendant, demised to R. for the residue of 
term for which the same were held, as securi = of 
$800 and interest; and the intestate covenanted with 
duly all moneys by the same indenture covenanted to be paid, and 
kee Todemnified the estate and interest of the defendant in the said lease- 
hold premises against all such moneys; and in case the defendant should 
at any time thereafter any money for the redemption of the said lease- 
hold premises, forthwith to repay such money, with interest. The 
tate died in November, 1893, without having paid any part of the £3800, 
which was still unpaid, but the defendant had down the interest 
since the death of the intestate. The question was whether, under 
circumstances, the defendant was entitled to retain a sum 
in her hands os ofministeatets tm respect of the £800 due on the above 
The follo ted : Fergusson 


m 3 cases were v. Gibson (L. R. 14 

Eq. 379, 21 W. R. Dig. 6), Lethbridge v. Mytton (2 B. & Ad. 772), ooaee 

v. R (9 M. & W. 657), Re Compton, Norton v. Compton (33 W. 

30 Ch. D. 15), and also M on 5th => 321. 
Currry, J., said that the legal representative could retain only 

against a creditor of equal degree, and could not retain a si contract 

debt against a specialty creditor. That was law. The 

the present case covenanted with the defendant to duly pay all moneys 

covenanted to be paid by the Th 

covenant, and, except for her dou 

sue for the breach and recover damages. 

able? The authorities showed that the whole measure of the debt would 
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be recoverable. The administratrix could have recovered in an action 
except for the fact stated, and was therefore entitled to retain.—CovunszEL, 
Eastwick ; Kirby. Souscrrors, Ullithorne, Currey, § Currey, for Jessopp § 
Sons, Bedford ; Heath, Parker, & Brett. 


[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
SMITH v. GILL—15th June. 


Practice—Arreat—Criamm Nor Excrepine £20, nut Counter-CLaIm FoR 
Sum Exceepinc £20—Oounty Covrrs Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), 
s. 120. 

Tn this case the point was raised whether in a county court action in 
which the claim was for a sum less than £20 there was a right of appeal, 
there being a counter-claim for over £20. There does not appear to have 
been hitherto any reported decision upon the point. The claim was for 
£3 11s. 3d. for the cost of removing certain gas brackets which were not 
suitable for the purpose for which they were required. The defendant 
counter-claimed for £21 7s. 6d., the price of the said brackets. Judg- 
ment was given for the plaintiff both upon the claim and upon the 
counter-claim. The defendant appealed, and at the hearing of the 
appeal the preliminary objection was taken that there was no right 
of appeal. The right of appeal is regulated by section 120 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which provides that ‘‘ if any party in any action 
or matter shall be dissatisfied with the determination or direction of the 
judge . . . the party aggrieved . . . may appeal from the same 
to the High Court : ; provided always that there shall be no 
appeal in any action of contract or tort, other than an action of ejectment 
or an action in which title to any corporeal or incorporeal hereditament 
shall have come in question, where the debt or damage does not exceed 
twenty pounds . . . .’’ Insection 186 ‘‘ action”’ is defined to mean 
*‘every proceeding in the court which may be commenced as prescribed 
by plaint.”” It was contended that, as counter-claims were commenced 
only by a notice, there was no appeal where the claim was for an amount 
under £20, notwithstanding there was a counter-claim for an amount 
exceeding £20. It was submitted that ‘‘ matter’? referred only to the 
equitable jurisdiction of the court. 


Cave, J.—We do not think that there is anything in this preliminary 
point. 

The hearing of the appeal then proceeded.—Counsgi, J. E. Bankes ; 
Buckmaster. Soxtcrrors, Hamlin, Grammer, § Co., for J. Vosper Curry, 
Bradford ; Prior, Church, $ Adams, for W. H. Forster, Leeds. 


[Reported by C. G. Witpnanam, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


REG v. LILLYMAN—C. C. R., 16th June. 


Crmuinat Law—Evivence—Rare anp Inpecenr AssaAvuLtT—CoMPLAINT BY 
PRosecuTRIX—ADMISSIBILITY. 


Case stated by Hawkins, J. The prisoner was tried at the Nottingham 
Assizes upon an indictment containing three counts, of which the first 
charged him with an attempt to have carnal knowledge of a girl above the 
age of thirteen and under the age of sixteen years. The girl gave evidence 
of the acts complained of. Counsel for the prosecution then tendered 
evidence in chief of a complaint made by the girl to her mistress in the 
absence of the prisoner very skortly after the commission of these acts, 
and to ask the details of that complaint as made by the girl. 
The prisoner’s counsel objected, first, that the complaint could not be 
given in evidence at all; and, secondly, that even if the fact of a complaint 
having been made was admissible, the particulars of it could not be 
elicited in the examination in chief. The judge overruled both objections 
and admitted the evidence. The mistress then deposed to all the girl had 
said respecting the prisoner’s conduct towards her. The jury found the 
prisoner guilty on the firet count. If the evidence was rightly admitted 
the conviction was to stand, otherwise to be quashed. The cases bearing 
upon the question are to be found collected in Roscoe’s Criminal Evidence, 
under the head ‘‘ Hearsay,”’ and in Archbold’s Criminal Pleading and 
Evidence. The case was argued on the 25th of April, when judgment 
Was reserved. 


The judgment of the Covat (Lorp Russet, or Kittowen, O.J., Por- 
Lock, B., and Hawxrns, Cave, and Wi11s, JJ.) was delivered by 


Hawkins, J., who, after stating the facts, said :—It is necessary, in the 
first place, to have a clear understanding as to the principles upon which 
evidence of such a complaint, not on oath, nor made in the presence of the 
prisoner, nor forming part of the res gestae, can be admitted. It clearly is 
not admissible as evidence of the facts complained of; these facts must 
therefore be established (if at all) upon oath by the prosecutrix or other 
credible witness ; and, strictly , evidence of them ought to be 
given before evidence of the complaint is admitted. The complaint can 
only be used as evidence of the consistency of the conduct of the prosecu- 
trix with the story told by her in the witness-box, and as being incon- 





| might be 


be expected. We proceed to consider the second objection, which is that 
the evidence of complaint should be limited to the fact that a complaint 
was made, without giving any of the particulars of it. No authority 
binding on us was cited during the argument, either in support of or 
against this objection. We must therefore determine the matter upon 
principle. That the general usage,*has been substantially to limit the 
evidence of the complaint to proof that the woman made a complaint of 
something done to her, and that she mentioned in connection with it the 
name of a particular person, cannot be denied ; but it is equally true that 
judges of great experience have dissented from this limitation, and of 
those who have adopted the usage none have ever carefully discussed or 
satisfactorily expressed the grounds upon which their views have been 
based. [His lordship then referred to and discussed the following 
authorities: R. v. Brazier (East P. C. 443), R. v. Clarke (2 Stark 243), 
Phillips on Evidence, 204, R. v. Walker (2 M. & Rol. 212), R. v. Megson 
(9 C. & P. 420), R. v. Guttridge (9 C0. & P. 471), R. v. Osborne (2 C. & M, 
622), R. v. Wink (6 C. & P. 397), Stephen’s Digest of the Law of Eyvi- 
dence (4th edition), note 5 to article 8, R. v. Hyre(2 F. & F. 579), R. v. Wood 
(14 Cox 46), and proceeded :] After very careful consideration, we have 
arrived at the conclusion that we are bound by no authority to support the 
existing usage of limiting evidence of the complaint to the bare fact that a 
complaint was made, and that reason and good sense are against our doing 
so. The evidence is admissible only upon the ground that it was a 
complaint of that which is charged against the prisoner, and can 
be legitimately used only for the purpose of enabling the jury to judge 
for themselves whether the conduct of the woman was consistent with 
her testimony on oath given in the witness-box negativing her consent 
and affirming that the acts complained of were against her will, and in 
accordance with the conduct they would expect in a truthful woman 
under the circumstances detailed by her. The jury, and they only, are 
the persons to be satisfied whether the woman’s conduct was so consistent 
or not. Without proof of her condition, demeanour, and verbal 
expressions, all of which are of vital importance in the consideration of 
that question, how is it possible for them satisfactorily to determine it? 
Is it to be left to the witness to whom the statement is made to determine 
and report to the jury whether what the woman said amounted 
to a real complaint? And are the jury bound to accept 
the witness’s interpretation of her words as binding upon them, 
without having the whole statement before them, and without 
having the power to require it to be disclosed to them, even though they 
muy feel it essential to enable them to forma reliable opinion? Forit 
must be borne in mind that if such evidence is inadmissible when offered 
by the prosecution the jury cannot alter the rules of evidence and make it 
admissible by asking for it themselves. In reality affirmative answers to 
such stereotyped questions as these: Did the prosecutrix make a com- 
plaint ? (a very leading question by the way)—Of something done to her- 
self? Did she mention a name ?—amount to nothing to which any weight 
ought to be attached; they tend rather to embarrass than to assist a 
thoughtful jury, for they are consistent either with there having beens 
complaint or no complaint of the prisoner’s conduct. To limit the evidence 
of the complaint to such questions and answers is to ask the jury to draw 
important inferences from imperfect materials, perfect materials being at 
hand and in the cognizance of the witness in the box. In our opinion 
nothing ought unnecessarily to be left to speculation or surmise. It has 
been sometimes urged that to allow the particulars of the complaint would 
be calculated to prejudice the interests of the accused, and that the jury 
would be apt to treat the complaint as evidence of the facts complained of. 
Of course, if it were so left to the jury they would naturally so treat it. 
But it never could be legally so left, and we think it is the duty of the 
judge to impress upon the jury in every case that they are not entitled to 
make use of the complaint as any evidence whatever of those facts, or for 
any other purpose than that we have stated. With such a direction we 
think the interests of an innocent accused would be more protected than 
they are under the present usage. For when the whole statement is laid 
before the jury they are less likely to draw wrong and adverse inferences, 
and may sometimes come to the conclusion that what the woman said 
amounted tu no real complaint of any offence committed by the accused. 
Moreover, the present usage and consequent uncertainty in practice (for 
the usage is not universal) provokes many objections to the evidence on 
the part of the prisoner’s counsel, and these are generally looked upon with 
disfavour by the jury ; and the very object of confining the evidence of 
the complaint to the few stereotyped questions we have referred to is often 
defeated by a device, not to be encouraged, by which the name of the 
accused, though carefully concealed as an inadmissible particular of the 
complaint, is studiously revealed to the jury by some such question 

answer asthe following: ‘‘ In consequence of that complaint did you do 
anything?” ‘‘ Yes, I went to the house of the prisoner’s mother, where 
he lives, and accused him.’’ This seems to us an objectionable mode of 
introducing evidence indirectly, which if tendered directly would be in- 
admissible. We are aware that Patteson, J., is reported in R. v. Wink (6 
C. & P. 397) to have suggested that such a mode of obtaining the evidence 
pted, but we cannot help thinking that there must be some 
inaccuracy in the report; and the suggestion did not meet with the 


al - 
sistent with her consent to that of which she complains. In every | Proval of Cresswell, J., in 2. v. Osborne (20. & K. 624), nor of Brett, J ms 


one of the old text-books proof of complaint is treated as a most 


material element in the establishment of a charge of rape or other | 


se 
= mitted to the jury as a part of the case for the nn, 
evi 


kindred charge. In Hawkins P. C., Bk. I., c. 41, 8. 3, it is said: 
is @ strong but not a conclusive presumption against a woman that 
she made no complaint in a reasonable time after the fact.” 

then referred to 4 Blackst. Com., c. 15, pp. 211 and 213, and 
continued :} It is too late therefore now to make serious objection to the 
admissibility of evidence of the fact that a complaint was made, provided 
it was made as speedily after the acts complained of as could reasonably 


[His | 


R. v. Thomas (13 Cox 77), nor can we approve it. In the result our judg- 
ment is that the whole statement of a woman containing her alleged com- 
plaint should, so far as it relates to the charge against the accused, be sub- 
and that the 

this case was therefore properly admitted. ‘The conviction 
must be affirmed. Conviction affirmed.—Counser, J. EB. For; Sir B 
Finlay, 8.G., Henry Sutton, and Oracroft. Sorscrrons, Williams § Son, 
Lincoln ; The Solicitor to the Treasury. 


(Reported by T. R. C. Dirt, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 
ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL. 


The thirty-sixth anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa- 
tion was held, at the Whitehall Rooms, Hotel Métropole, on Tuesday ; 
Mr. Lewis Fry, M.P., presiding. Among the guests were: The Right 
Hon. Lord James of Hereford, the Right Hon. Sir Edward Fry, the 
Rey. Canon Ainger, D.D. (Master of the Temple), Mr. J. Wreford Budd 

ident), Mr. J. Addison (vice-president, Incorporated Law Society), 
jeut. Gen. Sir H. Havelock-Allan, Bart., M.P., V.C., Mr. Alfred 
Hopkinson, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Richard Pennington (chairman of the board 
of directors), Mr. A. F. Warr, M.P. (Liverpool), Mr. N. T. Lawrence, 
Mr. B. G. Lake, Mr. H. Holland Burne (Bath), Mr. W. H. Winter- 
potham, Mr. R. W. Tweedie, Mr. Arthur Godlee (president Birmingham 
zaw Society), Mr. Henry Manisty, Mr. Sidney Smith, Mr. Augustus 
Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), Mr. John Hollams, Mr. W. T. Neve, Mr. J. 
P. Tatham, Mr. F’. Crozier, Mr. A. M. Manby (president Wolverhampton 
law Society), Mr. E. J. Stannard, Mr. Thomas Meares, Mr. A. Neilson, 
Mr. H. M. Crookenden, Mr. J. J. E. Venning, Mr. A. F. Francis, Mr. H. 
M. Cotton, Mr. Samuel Harris, Mr. J. W. Taylor (president Buxton Law 
Society), Mr. H. J. Torr, Mr. A. J. Beauchamp (president Worcestershire 
Law Society), Mr. F. Brewster (South Durham and North Yorkshire Law 
Society), Mr. G. A. Collins, Mr. J. V. N. Plumptre, Mr. C. W. 
Wasbrough (president Bristol Law Society), Mr. H. C. Beddoe, Mr. G. R. 
Dodd, Mr. J. G. Bristow, Mr. G. H. Gisby (president Herts Law 
Society), Mr. S. M. Beale, Mr. T. J. Pitfield, Mr. T. M. Todd, Mr. A. 
Paris, Mr. W. Lambert, Mr. R. L. Devonshire, Mr. R. W. Burn, Mr. E. K. 
Blyth, Mr. P. W. Chandler, Mr. John Clayton (president Ashton-under- 
Lyne Law Society), Mr. G. Winch (president Kent Law Society), Mr. 
R. G. Pidcock, Mr. H. D. Burn, Mr. F. T. Woolbert, Mr. A. J. Harris, 
Mr. Wm. Smail, Mr. A. Trinder, Mr. R. G. Burn, Mr. J. T. Scott (secre- 
tary). 

The CuairMAN, in proposing the health of the Queen, observed that on 
Sunday next Her Majesty would enter upon the sixtieth year of her reign, 
and as that reign bade fair to be the longest, so he thought he might say 
it had been the happiest, inthe long annals of the country. He was sure they 
would join with him in the hope and prayer that Her Majesty might yet 
be spared for many years to reign over a loyal and happy people. He 
then gave the health of the Prince and Princess of Wales. 

The toasts having been honoured with the customary enthusiasm, 

Mr. Joun Hotiams proposed ‘*The Houses of Parliament.’’ After 
observing that the majority of Englishmen gained their knowledge of the 
work of the Houses of Parliament from the newspapers, he said he 
thought that lawyers knew a little more about that work. Lawyers 
realized the important duties which were done by the members who aat 
upon the special committees to consider non-contentious Bills and 
pro’ changes of the law. Those committees sat day by day for 
prolonged periods, and gave a vast amount of time and attention to 
really important business. But perhaps solicitors knew a great deal 
more than all this, because it was the province of solicitors to see 
members of both Houses of Parliament sitting in a hot, crowded, ill- 
ventilated committee-room as an important judicial tribunal to transact 
private bill legis‘ation. No business of the country could 
possibly be more important. He believed it had been said 
that a committee in one week frequently dealt with more 
important matters in a pecuniary point of view than all the courts of the 
country put together in a whole year. Everyone who had had any ex- 
perience of these committee rooms knew that that tribunal discharged its 
duty with great care and patience and courtesy, and he thought that 
everyone who had had any experience must know that those who served. 
on that committee of both Houses of Parliament were entitled to the 
gratitude of the country. Everyone in the country was proud of the 
Houses of Parliament, which were admired by the whole civilized world. 
lt gave him peculiar pleasure that he was permitted to associate with the 
toast the name of Lord James of Hereford. He had had the privilege of 
seeing the career of that noble lord from the time when he was the junior 
of his circuit, when his distinguished powers of advocacy were displayed in 
that forensic nursery the Mayor’s Court of London. Then he became a 

junior of the day, and in due course one of her Majesty’s counsel. 
He also became a prominent member of the House of Commons, of which 
body he was a member for somewhere approaching thirty years, and 
during the whole of that period, although he stood in many contested 
ms, he was never unsuccessful. At an unusually short period after 
he became a member of the House of Commons he was called to hold the 
high office of Solicitor-General, and very shortly afterwards to the office 
of Attorney-General, which office he filled twice. On his uishing 
that office he had the distinguished, and as far as he (Mr. Hollams) knew, 
the unprecedented distinction of being made, although then prac at 
the bar, a member of her Majesty’s Privy Council. And then—it was an 
an oe anes — — un) Mek Ok : Lord 
nes of Herefo the opportunity of being Chancellor 
of England, and even that high prize was not enough to tempt him to 
yield his personal and political convictions. And then he was made a 
= Sesame a Cabinet Minister ; and then a —— occurred which 
orthy of notice, and which was liar! teresting to those 
Present. Very soon after Lord James filled the important office which he 
pf dale important judicial appointment became vacant. What 
Was the condition of wings at that time? There had been a hotly con- 
tested General Election. The party of Lord James had been returned to 
power, Many prominent men in the legal profession had contributed to 


that success; many of these men tt themselves or thought their 
friends well cualiild to fil the vecamt offs. But what did Lord James 
do? He looked about him to select the best man, and in the end — 
a political opponent. He (Mr. Hollams) hoped that might 
pate that that example would be followed, and that in the making vA 
pointments to ju offices politics might be disregarded. He might 
rmitted to refer to one other subject. Many years ago, when this 
mportant and laudable institution, the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, 
was not so firmly established as it happily was at present, ata time when 
Lord James was overwhelmed with professional and political engagements, 
he kindly devoted time to at one of these festivals, shewing, as he - 
was shewing to-night, that he was always ready to extend a helping hand 
to those who needed it. It also gave him much pleasure to couple with 
the toast the name of Mr. Warr, who was the itive of one of the 
oldest and most important firms of solicitors in kingdom. 

Lord James or Hergrorp mded for the House of Lords. He said 
the Houses of Parliament in a higher position than ever before. 
They were based, happily, upon a democratic foundation. There was a 
greater power of the agp emer or through the Houses of Parliament 
than ever could have anticipated in former times, and there were 
many who believed that that power was one which had been wisely 
given to the people, and that that power had been wisely exercised, and 
that the course of events, at least for the last ten years, had shewn that the 
democracy of the country could be implicitly trusted. Whilst that was 
80, great results, which perhaps were not quite 


great i 
took place in the Houses of Parliament ; and the representatives of those 
constituencies knew that the performance of their —_ was subject to a 
far different measure of judgment than that which in a bygone 
time. A few days ago amember of Parliament received from his agent 


you do not make yourself conspicuous within the two 

you will never sit for your constituency again. Either be offensive or 
useful. If you are not one or the other, you will ne ve confidence 
of your constituents.’’ That might seem to be an idle tale, but it repre- 
sented the truth. It was the requirement of the constituencies that every 
one of their representatives should be an active member of the House. 
Let them take the other view of the question. Whilst this great 
had taken place the business which was transacted in Parliament 


sufficient within which to get through the business of the coun 
administrative and legislative purposes, now, in consequence of exten- 
sion of empire, the improvement of communication, and the interest taken 
in political subjects, that time had been extended. Until lately the length 
of the Session had been as it was one hundred orgs ag What was to be 
done in view of the c' circumstances? Let say one word for 
the House of Lords, to which he now had the honour of belonging. 
House did a great deal of useful work. Let him take one subject 
would interest them, that of law reform. They knew that a 

law reform was req more or less. They were 
at any rate, that some was required. the Ho 
Lords, for instance, had passed for the sixth time a Bill 
accused ms to be examined. It had been passed 

in the present Session. What was the result? They had been 
work ploughing, unfortunately, the sands. That Bill would never pass 
House of Comanean, for the reason that it was simply a useful an 
nota were dis- 


posed of. 


lieg 
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measure. In the same way many 
t wasa practical question to be 
the country. It was owing to the demands 
House of Commons by 
their own fault, that they spoke so much. The result had come practi- 
cally to this, that the House of Commons could pass only one measure in 
each Session. If Parliament was to continue as it had existed in all its 
pride and power oa the centuries, something must be created to 
adapt it to the demands of the changed circumstances. He felt that 
Gam wee o gues Seeuiiven fa ie Si ee eee 
only remedy was to be found in the hands of 
the end demand that the country should be 
their right to demand that | ngeen< utility should be the 
tion of Parliament, and ornate power of speech—he said 
pene of ana i be put hy A yo by cana 

@ secon object. © was 
men of business who mingled with fellow me gy hy Mengde pte 
power of exercising great influence with them, he hope and trust 
that the present condition of public business would to 
the action of one party or the other. There were Governments and there 
were avenge and he knew from experience 
opposition there were some of them who did not wish the work 
ment to be too rapidly proceeded with, and he knew ae Se 
formed part of the Government that view was entertained by 
political opponents. At the same time there m 
Sedation, andl tems eeprom are for the empty speeches which 

ion, ani op ven con- 
did noting tthe, wise legaation of the country. He then of 
the great interest he took in the Solicitors’ I 
was very cognate with the Barristers’ Benevolent Association. It had 


E 








been from the time of its commencement most active and earnest in its 
work, and he hoped they would let him say how much he had ever felt 
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that he was identified, not only in such respects but in others, with both 
branches of the profession. There been many relatives of his 
bel to the profession, and he felt that he should be most ungrateful 
if he not endeavour to say, as the evening of his time was drawing 
around him, how much he owed to the solicitor branch of the profession. 

Mr. A. F. Warr, M.P., responded for the House of Commons. He 

said that he shuddered to think what would happen if the question of the 
and procedure of the House of Commons were referred, let him 
say, to the Rule Committee, or, possibly better still, to a committee of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society. They certainly would begin 
with very drastic measures curtailing the liberty of speech, and he 
su that the immediate effect would be that progress in legislation 
would be made. When the House of Commons had got to the end of the 
it Session if would be a puzzle at this time to know what measures 
hey would be able to point to which would be of interest to solicitors. 
There was one measure—he was not quite sure that it would not be the 
only one—a measure for the reformation of the practice of the Court of 
of the Borough of Liverpool. It might possibly interest them 
more than otherwise would be the case if they would kindly bear in mind 
that it was Mr. Bigham’s first baby, and he had been fortunate enough to 
secure the first place in the ballot for it. Apart from that, he did not 
know whether they would be able to salute an addition to their family in 
the pereon of the judicial trustee. He was not sure he dared mention the 
judicial trustee there, because he was not quite sure whether it met with 
the favour of Sir Henry Fowler ; but if the judicial trustee should be born, 
he should like to crave for it a very warm welcome, because he believed it 
would prove a very valuable friend to lawyers, and that it would very 
seldom be a nuisance at all. Apart from these measures, he doubted if the 
House of Commons would be able to point to any others except such as 
interested agriculturalists alone. Solicitors were very much interested in 
the House of Commons, and it would be a very bad day for the profession 
if they ever came to think, in connection with what the House of Commons 
could do, of their own interests apart from the interests of the community. 
He did not think that there was the slightest risk of that state of things 
coming to pass. He believed that eolicitors would always recognize the 
trend of public opinion and make it their duty to follow in it, always 
doing their best to help in every way to mould the practice and procedure 
of the courts towards the ever-changing wants of society, recognizing, as 
they had much better do whether they liked it or not, that they lived in 
& progressive and, as Lord James of Hereford had pointed out, a distinctly 
democratic age. 

Mr. B. G. Lake gave the toast ‘“‘The Bench and the Bar.’’ He said 
that not only lawyers but the public might be proud of the bench of the 
British Empire, and, in dealing with the toast of the bench, he would 
remind them he not only dealt with it as covering the Lord Chancellor and 
the judges of the High Court, bat with all the various ramifications of the 
judicial bench of the country. 1t was, perhaps, as well that the toast 
should be entrusted to a solicitor, who, by his mere position, was debarred 
from any hope of achieving that elevation which belonged to judges of the 

Court. But he also, therefore, occupied a peculiar position of 
detachment, and could perhaps look upon these august functionaries 
with a view of impartiality which perhaps would not be given to everyone 
else. Moreover, one did not know from oneself or one’s colleagues what 
might be the thorns which beset the seat of justice upon which those 
dignitaries were placed. It was not only to lawyers but to the public a 
possession of great pride, the possession of such a bench as Great Britain 
could boast. There was no bench of any country, no judiciaries of any 
character, which could compare, in his judgment at all events, with the 
bench of the British Empire. Those of them who had had to deal with 
fi judges knew that they owed to the dignitaries of the judicial bench 
of this country the greatest possible regard and t. It was a mere 
poy ae <p to speak of their impartiality and their justice. We not 
onl upon them as the executive of the justice of the country, but 
we joked upon them also as embodying the highest possible representa- 
tion of the English law, the li es of the English subject. They, of 
course, as solicitors, had not so much to do with them as many who could 
speak more ably than he of their position in that capacity. But solicitors 
saw the judges principally in chambers, and he could, without fear of 
contradiction, say that where the judges—as was the case in chambers— 
had not the reporter always at their elbow, they would assist the solicitor 
in every way that they could to carry out the business in which they were 
interested. Of course, there was a good deal to be said about the feelings 
which solicitors might entertain for the judges in the sense that some of 

thought there might be a little more reciprocity between the two 
branches of the profession than at present. He was not going to deal with 
this somewhat burning subject, but he would say that the judges lived in a 


blaze of licity, and it was a very great thing to tay that, living 
a hey ah cary 


: 


ng out their duties as they did in the fullest blaze of 

, it was a marvel that they should be so uniformly free from well- 
criticism as the judges ‘of this country were. He was privileged 
to join to that part of the toast a judge who was present that night, and he 
ventured to say there was no judge upon the bench who had been held in 
more esteem Sir Edward Fry. Turning to the second part of the 
toast, the bar was the school from which the judges were recruited. Of 
course the bar had many privileges which had been given to it for the pur- 
defending the interests of suitors. He was not quite sure that the 

udges did not stand in some need of protection from the bar. There were 
constantly attacks made upon the many privileges of the bar. He was not 
one who sought to those attacks. He thought ita very great advan- 

en 
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iH 


tage that they had such a profession as the bar, with such privileges as 
they possessed, entitled therefore to speak in the most fearless way in the 
had to defend. He would see with the greatest possible 
gement upon the privileges of the bar, and he should 





—= 
deprecate, as he did with some knowledge of the subject, a fusion 
of the two | sme d of the profession. He coupled with the second part 
of the toast the name of Mr. Hopk:nson. 

Sir Epwarp Fry, P.C., responded for the bench. He said he supposed 
it was impossible to look back upon the bench without a feeling of pride, 
It was now some two hundred years since the judges were made removablg 
from their seats only on the joint address of both Houses of Parlia 
and he believed that within that two hundred years occasion had never 
been found to remove any judge from the judicial bench. Certainly no 
judge had ever been removed during that period. That in itself wag 
record of which the bench might well be proud. He could not think that 
the sense of confidence in the bench had been in any way diminished, 
In the accumulation of new duties which were cast upon the bench 
he saw a sign of confidence. Many such cases had occurred. It had 

leased the Legislature to throw upon them some very curious duties, 
They had been entrusted with the discretionary power of relieving 
members of Parliament who had the misfortune to become bankrupt from 
sitting in the Houses of Parliament, of sending men to prison when they 
did not pay their debts, and of determining the questions which wer 
raised with regard to contested elections. Taking all these additions to 
their duties, it seemed to show conclusively that they had the regard of 
the public. What the future of the judicial bench was to be with the new 
democracy of which they had heard it would be dangerous to forecast, 
There was one small sign of the times which he received with considerable 

i A recent piece of legislation had made the chairmen of district 
councils ex officio justices, and in that way had placed the office of justice 
of the peace at the election of those men who are to be judged by justice 
of the peace. It was a small matter, but he confessed he viewed it with 
regret. In every state of society there were causes for anxiety and fear, 
but there were great and abundant causes for hope, and he was sure that 
as long as the present system of appointment to the bench should prevail, 
and as long as the honourable traditions connected with it should remain 
unbroken, there would be found in Her Majesty’s judges men who 
would be prepared in times of trouble or danger to do their utmost in the 
administration of justice without fear and without favour, and he trusted 
that such would long be the tradition of the English bench. 

Mr. Atrrep Hopkinson, Q.C., M.P., replied on behalf of the bar. He 
thought that there was nothing more important with regard to the ad. 
ministration of justice in this country than the feeling that on one side the 
bench and the bar had mutual confidence in each other, and, on the other 
hand, that those who were immediately connected with the public should 
have confidence in that branch of the legal profession which served the 
humble purpose of a barrier between the bench and their branch of the 
profession. The pursuit in which the bar and solicitors in common were 
engaged was the bringing about the sound administration of justice, and 
there was no better way of securing the administration of justice than the 
warm, kindly feeling entertained by one branch of the legal profession 
for the other, and by the kindly expression of the strong feeling of confl- 
dence which both had in the bench which administered justice. 

Mr. N. T. Lawrence proposed the health of ‘‘ The Visitors.” 

The Rev. Canon Arncer, D.D. (Master of the Temple), and Lieut. 
General Sir H. Havetock-A.uan, Bart., M.P., V.C., acknowledged the 
compliment. 

. H. Hortanp Burne gave the toast, ‘‘The Incorporated and other 
Law Societies in England and Wales.’’ He said the laity little knew how 
much time, attention, and trouble the Council of the Law Society, which 
consisted of fifty busy members of the profession, devoted to the various 
and numerous questions which came before them for discussion and deci- 
sion. There was, moreover, the Standing Committee, which sat week by 
week unfortunately to consider complaints against certain solicitors who 
had misconducted themselves, the solicitor branch of the profession being, 
unhappily, no more a than any other profession. But there were 
also societies existing in the large commercial centres which fostered edu- 
cation, and were consulted with the smaller societies whenever the Incor- 
porated Law Society desired. Having seen much of transfer of land, he 
felt confident that if a measure should be passed establishing compulsory 
registration the public would revolt against it, and the solicitor branch of 
the profession would be called upon to enlist the sympathies and the ex- 

rience of astute conveyancing counsel to override any Act of Parliament 
which might be passed for that purpose. 

Mr. J. Wrerorp Brpp (president of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K.) 
responded for the Incorporated Law Society. He said the fortunes of the 
society and of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association had run in purallel 
grooves. Twenty years ago the society numbered 3,000 members. At 
present the number was nearly 8,000, They had risen from small beginnings 
to be the acknowledged representatives of the solicitor branch of the legal pro- 
fession, and they owed no little of their present position to the co-operation 
of their kindred societies in the provinces. Twenty years ago the Solicitors 
Benevolent Association was only able to dis in much-needed charity 
something like £1,500 a ycar. Last year they distributed £4,000, so that 
their progreas had been in proportion to the prosperit? of the society. He 
was glad that every member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
was a member of Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. He was also proud 
to know that many members of the Council, both at the present time and in 
the past, had assisted this deserving association by gifts. He would say 
nothing of the princely gifts of Mr. Hollams, which were too well known # 
need any comment, but he was glad also to say that a very large ‘proportion 
of the members of the Council had given no small sums to the institution. 
The solicitors’ profession was a very crowded one. Entrance into it was & 
long and expensive process. He was told that the average income of & 
solicitor was something like £200a year. Could it be wondered at, then, that 
so many members of the profession from no fault of their own became, el 
in their own persons or by their families, objects of the charity of the 
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institution. It was the duty of solicitors in every way they could to support 
the association. He thought they hardly lived up to the standard which 
ought to guide them in these matters. There was still a large tumber of the 
members of the profession who stood aloof from membership with the 
association. The amount received from members of the profession in sub- 
soriptions was a very small one, and he wished that there was less difficulty in 
iding funds for the furtherance of its objects, as well as for the 
ted Law Society. The Law Society maintained as high a system 

of education as they could, and also by their Discipline Committee they kept 
up as high a standard of integrity as possible. He need not say that the 
exercise of all these duties required money, and the society was very often, 
more especially in the direction of education, hampered by want of funds. 
This was not a very eventful year, he was afraid, for the corporated Law 
Society, but one thing he thought they might congratulate themselves upon 
was that instead of having a deficit they would have a balance on the other 
side which would enable them more efficiently in future to carry on their 


Mr, Antuur Gopiez returned thanks for the provincial law societies. 
He said there were between fifty and sixty separate provincial law societies, 
witha membership of 5,000 or 6,000, all of them in touch with the Incorporated 
law Society, and he ventured to hope they were frequently of assistance to 
that body. They did the important work of watching over the interests of 
members in their districts, and they were represented on the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society. He thought it very wise on the part of the 
Incorporated Law Society to have representatives throughout the provinces. 

er solicitors lived in London or the country they were met with cases 
of professional brethren crushed down in the competition and strife of life, 
or of the widow and children needing help. He urged, therefore, that 
solicitors should do all they could to ensure the prosperity of the association. 

The CuarrnMAN gave the toast of the evening—“The Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association : and may prosperity continue to attend it.” He said the claims 
of the association were so clear and obvious that he could not believe that its 
interests would suffer from any shortcomings of his in its advocacy. Mr. 
Budd had already made an eloquent + He had said its beginnings 
were small, and that might be said of many, if not of most, works of 
permanent utility. The history of the association could be carried back to 
an earlier period than that which Mr. Budd had referred to. It was 
founded in 1858, and in 1861 it distributed the very modest sum of £10 in 
relief amongst its members. Originally the board of management never 
thought of relieving others than its subscribing members who might have 
fallen into distress. But it was soon found that there were very many cases 
which were outside these limits, and the scope of the charity of the associa- 
tion was very soon extended to those beyond its bounds. He thought they 
would agree that that was a change which was in accordance with the true 
principles of benevolence and charity. In 1861 the amount distributed in 
relief came to the very small sum of £10, but rapidly grew, and in 1875 it 
had reached £1,500. It had since grown still more rapidly, and ten years 
later it was £3,213, whilst last year, 1895, it had amounted to the really 

ble sum of £4,048. Looking back over the whole period of its 
history, it had distributed in relief no less that £74,000 in 1,219 cases, of 
which 227 were those of subscribing members, and 992—by far the larger 
number—the cases of non-subscribers. He might add that since the last 
festival meeting 191 cases had been relieved. They owed a debt of 
gratitude, he thought, to those directors who took an active P ane in 
the administration of the fund. He himself was nominally a director, 
but he must admit that he was a non-effective member of the board 
of management, and he was therefore free to speak of the care and 
attention bestowed upon the work of the association by the directors 
mainly resident in London, who took a most active part in its affairs. 
Applications were most carefully investigated, and no cases which were not 
strictly deserving were ever permitted to share in the funds. Great economy 
was exercised in the work of the association, and those who had examined 
the accounts would agree that the cost of administrating the funds in pro- 
portion to their amount was extremely moderate and economical. The utility 
of the association was much limited by the want of larger funds to be placed 
at the disposal of the directors. There were many cases where they granted 
relief in which they would gladly extend the amounts given. He felt bound 
to follow the example of those who had occupied the chair before him, and 
he ventured to make a strong appeal to the profession in London and in the 
country to come forward more liberally than -~ had done at present on 
of the association’s funds. There were no 
upon the roll of the profession in England and Wales, and out of that large 
number the subscribing members amounted only to 3,350, so that only about 
one solicitor in five was a contributor to the funds. He might mention that 
the association was in possession of several annuities, amounting in the 
whole to about £266 a year, for which they were indebted to the generosity 
of the late Miss Reardon, who left a large benefaction some years ago; and 
to the generosity of the living members of the profession, Mr. John 
Hollams ae contributed, besides his subscription to the annual collection, 
no less than £2,000, He (the chairman) appesied to the local law societies 
Srvarhout the kingdom for greater aid for this most excellent object. There 
Were 65 such societies, and the members of the association might do most 
work in widening its operations, not only by their own contributions, 
but by enlisting the sympathy and co-operation of their professional friends. 
He felt much indebted to the activity of his own professional brethren in 
l, where he had practised for many years, for having supported him on 
Present occasion. His oy was not so much to those who 
Were present, and who showed by their presence their sympathy with 
the association, but the appeal should be to the far more extended 


ess than 15,000 solicitors |. 


sible, or death overtook them, and their wido-vs and children were reduced 
to a condition of penury which it was lament«hle to consider. They were 
surrounded by benevolent societies of all soxis making claims upon their 
charity. Large appeals were being male to the inhabitants of London on 
behalf of their great hospitals, and possibly an association like this might to 
some extent be affected by the competition of such claims as these. But he 
ventured to think that among the claims there were none which 
appealed more strongly to them than the claims of i 
socially above the level of the wage-earning classes, and far removed above 
the poor, who were reduced to a state of penury and often of distress. These 
cases commanded their benevolence and their consideration to a greater 
extent than those other cases to which he had referred. 
full the meaning of the poet’s line— 
“ A sorrow’s crown of sorrow is remembering happier things.” 

It was upon these grounds that he appealed to the members of the ‘ession 
generally to give, if possible, a more generous support to the association. 
He said this as an old member of the profession who had long ceased to be 
in active practice, but who yet felt a warm interest in all that concerned the 
profession to which he belonged for many years, and he trusted the result 
of the meeting might be not only a liberal contribution to the funds of the 
association, but also to further its interests in the future, and to help 
forward this work, which he thought was a truly beneficent and a truly 
Christian one. 

The toast was drunk bye | and with cheers. 

The Secrerary (Mr. J. T. Scott) announced subscriptions and donations 
to the amount of £850, amongst which were the following : the Chairman, 
£52 10s.; Mr. Atlee, £25; Mr. N. T. Lawrence, £25; Sir George Lewis, 
£25; Mr. Hollams, £25; Bristol collection, £107. 

Mr. Ricuarp Pennineton, J.P. (chairman of the board of directors), 
returned thanks on behalf of the board of management. He did not wish 
to intrude upon them by telling them of the cases the board had to consider 
and which they did their best to relieve, but he might say that some of them 
were of the most distressing character. Had the board the means—which he 
hoped they would have in the future—of doing more than they had done, 
they would be only too glad to relieve some of those cases which claimed 
their support. e sympathy which the chairman had bestowed upon the 
association to-night would be thankfully received by every member who 
had had any experience of the operations of the association. The contribu- 
tions to-night were most welcome. They were very large; they were more 
than the association had received on many occasions of this kind. He 
should like to mention one circumstance in connection with these festivale, 
which was that Lord James had presided over the last one in which they 
appealed to those outside the solicitor profession to preside, and he did not 
think he had ever heard a more eloquent appeal than that made by Lord 
James upon that occasion. He then proposed the health of the chairman. 
The name of Fry had been associated with everything that was charitable 
for many, many years. The chairman was a gentleman whom they all 
respected, both as a member of the solicitor branch of the profession and as 
a gentleman in every sense of the term. Surely there were many members 
of the profession who, from no fault of their own, had fallen to an extent 
which he should not like to attempt to describe, and surely it was the duty 
of those who had been possibly from no merit of their own, to 
assist those in a different position. Surely it was their bounden duty to do 
all that they could to assist those in a less fortunate position. He hoped, 
therefore, that on all occasions they would do the utmost in their power to 
help those who had not been so successful as themselves. 

The toast was drunk upstanding, with musical honours and three times 


The CuarrMan returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 

A selection of music, under the direction of Mr, Herbert Schartau, was 

admirably rendered by Mrs. Helen Trust and the “ Schartau ” a : 

a Schartau, Mr. John Bartlett, Mr. Arthur Appleby, Mr. Wm. 
radford. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Crrit Dopp, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the Honourable 
Society of the Inner Temple, in succession to the late Judge Hughes. 
Mr. Anprew Granam Murray, Lord Advocate for Scotland, has been 
admitted a Member of the Privy Council. 
Mr. Lawrence Coivite Jackson, barrister, has been appointed Judicial 
Commissioner of the Protected Malay States. 





constituency of the great profession of solicitors throughout the country. 

knew the struggle of life, the intensity ot which increased 
year by year. There were many who fell out of the ranks by illness or 
other causes, for which, generally speaking, they were in no way respon- 





| Lord Esher, Lord Justice 


CHANGE IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vtron. 

Epen Ersxixe Grevitte and Atrrep Fossick, solicitors (Greville & 
Fossick), Maidenhead. March 16. The said Alfred Fossick carry on 
the business on his own account. [ Gazette, June 16. 

GENERAL. 

The present list of the House of Lords contains the names of fifteen 
causes, of which ten are English and five are Scotch appeals. There are 
no Irish appeals entered. 

Several of her Majesty’s judges dined together at the Ship, Greenwich» 


on Tuesday, the majority of them by steamboat from the Temple 
Pier. Among those present at the dinner were Lord Russell of Killowen, 
A. L. Smith, Sir Francis Jeune, Mr. Baron 
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Pollock, and Justices Cave, Chitty, North, Stirling, Wills, Collins, Gorell 
Barnes, Bruce, Kekewich, and Kennedy. 


On Thursday Sir eye a nas a an a for oars 
removing into the Hig urt any indictment that might be found against 
Dr. Jameson and those connected with him. The ‘ae made the order 
asked for, and it was arranged that the trial should take place in the course 
of the week commencing the 20th of July. The Attorney-General intimated 
that he should demand a trial at bar if indictments should be found 
against the defendants. 


On the 11th inst., in the House of Lords, the Earl of Ranfurly asked 
the Lord Chancellor why probate taken out in England should not be 
acted pre. pe in Ireland, and why probate taken out in Ireland should not 
be upon in England ; and whether the Lord Chancellor could see 
his way to recommend her Majesty’s Government to make such an altera- 
tion in the law that persons owning property in both countries, being 
under one Sovereign and one Parliamentary Constitution, should not in 
future be subjected to the vexatious delays and unnecessary expenses 
occasioned by the existing system. He said that the matter pressed 
unduly hard on Ireland, for in 1894 the number of Irish probates proved 
in England was exactly double the number of English probates resealed in 
Ireland. Only the other day an Irish probate to be resealed in 
England on account of there being a £1 share in some stores, and the cost 
of the operation was £10. The Lord Chancellor said he sent the noble 
lord’s question to the Judge of the Probate Court, and his answer was 

ly inconsistent with the experience of the noble lord. He writes: 
‘*T believe that; the objection to Irish probates requiring resealing before 
they can be acted on in England is very small, and the difficulties con- 
nected with any other course practically insuperable. Last year the Irish 
grants resealed were 427. If the estate be under £500 the total expense is 
2s. 6d. The expense is increased, but to no great extent, in larger 
estates. If resealing were not required no grant could be made in either 
country without a search in both countries to ascertain that no objection 
exists. Notice in every case must be sent to England from every Irish 
registry, and in England to every Irish registry. Asthe grants in England 
are between 50,000 and 60,000 a year, it is obvious what delay, expense, 
and probable errors this must occasion. I do not think that the present 
— could be improved, unless (which is, of course, impracticable) all 
Irish registries were placed on the same,footing as the English district 
registries, and subordinate to one principal registry.’’ 





Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield held their monthly periodical property 
auction, at the Mart, E.C., on Wednesday last, when the following bigh 
prices were obtained: Freehold ground-rents of £72 per annum, secured 
on sixteen weekly houses, at Limehouse, sold for £1,955; No. 83, Cray- 
ford-road, Holloway, leasehold house, let at £40, sold for £340; No. 21, 
Hartham-road, Holloway, leasehold house, let at £46, sold for £460; No. 
130, Loughborough Park, Brixton, short leasehold house, let at £36, sold 
for £280 ; Nos. 2 and 4, Charles-terrace, Mortlake, two leasehold private 
houses, let at £48 2s., sold for £255; four leasehold weekly houses, 
Nos. 16, 18, 20, and 22, Catlin-street, Rotherhithe, let at rents amounting 
to £135 4s., sold for £900; the total amount of the day’s sale being 
£4,190. ‘‘ Coombe Edge,” Hampstead-heath, and builder’s premises, No. 
469, Caledonian-road, Islington, were not sold. 

Mesars. H. E. Foster & Cranfield were again at the Mart on Thursday, 
when their 573rd extra periodical sale of reversions, life policies, &c., 
realized a total of £7,415. The following were some of the principal lots: 
Absolute reversion to valuable freehold and leasehold shops, and licensed 
, &c., situate in College-street, Fleet-street, Charlemont-street, 
and Harcourt-road, Dublin, receivable on decease of a gentleman aged 63, 
sold £1,750; absolute reversion to £1,482, sold £510; reversion to one- 
third of about £10,000 invested in railway stocks, &c., sold £880; mortgage 

of £991 payable on death of lady aged 66, sold £530; life policies 
in Star Life Office for £800, age 64, sold £570; life policy for £600 in 
English and Scottish Law Life Office, age 60, sold £260; life policy for 
£1,000 in Scottish Amicable Life Office, age 65, sold £890; life policy for 
£1,000 in North British Mercantile Office, life 65, sold £725; life policy 
for £1,000 in same office, life aged 68, sold £925; life policy for #500 in 
the le Insurance Co., on same life, sold £380. e next periodical 
sale take place on Thursday, July 2. 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoisrrans 1x ATTEYDANCE On 





Apprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Farmer Ward Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Farmer Ward Beal 
Rolt Pemberton Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srieuixa. Kexewicn. Romer. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Leach Jackson pm 
Godfrey Clowes ie 
Leach Jackson 0 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 











































































































CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. ——[ 
Liwerick 
The following Judges will remain in Town :—Potiocx, B., Cuannas, J, heard on ] 
during the whole of the Circuits; the other Judges till their respectiyg Notice of 8 
Commission Days. noon 
Noricz.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the Circuit SouTBWARK 
Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be taken on the wark, Ju 
first working day ; in other cases the note appended to the name of the dices 
Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil Business will not be Ae onder’ 
taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges go there will bg 
no alteration in the old practice. 
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<8) 2 “Bi ipg: i ig Sas. June 29 
ES| @ ‘Si ike isiiz Piri =e 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. Pranse, 
Cour 
London Gasette.—-Fripay, June 12. Pent, H 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. Pf 
Lourep in Caancery. “k 
James Anpersox & Sox, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 6, directed to be Ripenat 
heard on June 22. Trass & Jarmain, 25, Coleman st, agents for Taylor, Barrow-in- Tune 
Furness, solor for . Notice of appearing must reach the above-named Trass & Ricuaap 
Jarmain not later 2 o’clock in the of June 20 : 
Joszren Westwoop & Co Laurran—By on order made by Vaughan Williams, J., dated Rixo, D 
May 13, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up be continued. Graham, # po 
lane, solor for petitioning creditors Roserrs 
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—— 
Brewery Co, Limrrep—Petn for wind Dp, presented June 10 — to be 
ee Monday, June 22. Spreat, 27, Nees 2 lane, Lombard st, sol solor for FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 2 0 relock i in the after- 


noon of June 20 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Sovrswark UniTep Broruers Benerit Society, George Tavern, Gravel lane, South- 
wark. June3 
CancELLING WITHDRAWN. 
Au Saints, Poptar, Mutuat Beyerit Buitpine Socrery, East India Dock rd. Cancel- 
ling order of Nov 13, 1895, withdrawn 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwitep 1x CHANCERY. 


Bary? & Co, Liuirep—Petn for winding up, presented June 13, directed to be heard on 
June 29. Tubbs, 68, Aldersgate st, solor for petners. Notice of ys must reach 
the above-named not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of June 27 

Caupen SynvicatTre, Liwrrep—Creditors are requested, on or before ~ 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Shot Rotheram 
and Joseph Gurney Fowler, Billiter sq bldgs. Ince & Co, St Bene’t iaaien Fenchurch 
st, solors -~- liquidators 

Joserex Westwoop & Co, Liumrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 8, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Horace Wood- 
bura Kirby, 19, Birchin lane. ursday, July 16, at 12, at the offices of the Registrar 
(Companies Winding-up), is appointed for hearing and adj udicating upon the debts and 


Usiquia, THE Usiversat Sports anp Recreation Sooty, Lisurrep—Petn for yas 
up, presented June 12, directed to be heard on June 29, Simpson & Cullingford, 85 
Gracechurch st, solors "for ers. Notice of appearing must aoe 4 the above- 
not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of June 27 





Westeyan Mersopist Bengrit Frienpiy 7 eat Vestry Room adjoining Wesleyan 
Methodist Chapel, Brandon, Suffolk. May 27 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, June 12. 

Jongs. Ropert Corset, Shrewsbury, Gent July 10 Weaver v Carsley, North,J Giles, 

Ellesmere, Salop : 3 ~ 
Stirzur, Tuomas, Leigh, Lancs,Gent July 10 Stirrup v Stirrup, Registrar, Manchester 

Calvert, Leigh 


Wituiams, Mizes, Wigan, Lancs July 15 Oppenheim & Malkin v Williams, Registrar, 
Liverpool Forshaw, Liverpool 








WANING TO INTENDING Hovusg Purcuasgrs anp Lesszes.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. ee 1875.)—[Avvr.] 





% Rosinson, JAMEs, ent, Lancs, Surgeon Ulverston | Haicu, Cuantes Wittiam, Newark, Notts, Solicitor June 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES Pet June9 Ord Jun | 19 at 12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
London Gazette.—Frivay, June 12. ae ANDRE y heme ag Barking, Surgeon’s Assistant | Hatt, Saran, Bouth Shields, Schoolmistress June 19 at 
RECEIVING ORDERS sford Pet June4 Ord June 4 3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sutherland 
. Sours Hervericu WItnEM Cat, North Shields New- aon, 2 Txompsoy, Durham, Chainmaker June 19 
AppuewuaiTe, Henry Cuurcuitt, Piccadilly High Court castleon Tyne Pet JuneS Ord June8 Three Tuns Hotel 
Pet May2 Ord June 9 Srarey, Witt1am Howanp, Aylesbury, Contractor Ayles- Menssesm Gzorcr Epwanp, Pilsley, Derby, Farmer June 
Batxwitt, James Horye, Lutton Cornwood, Devon, bury Pet Junes Ord June8 | 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 40, St Lgl gate, Derby 
Provision Merchant Plymouth Pet June 8 Ord | Swrra, Henry, Kingston upon pea. _ Geeeee Kingston Joxgs, Danie. Heyry, Liandilo, Carmarthen, Builder 
June 8 upon Hull Pet June 5 Ord Jun June 20 at 12.15 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Bart, Harry Doventy, Handsworth, Draper Birming- |} SurrH, Tuomas Lanccoss, Sulham Dstend, = Reading, | Joves, Jonx, West Gorton, Manchester, Letterpress 
ham Pet June 9 Ord June9 Miller Reading Pet May21 OrdJun Printer June 24 at 2.30 * Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Bewuam, —— Many, Lanliport Portsmouth Pet June | Sritt, Roviar, Sheffield Sheffield Pet , = 8 Ord Mancheste: 
9 Ord June 9 June Tas, & Joseru,, Kendal, Fish Mover June 20 at 11.30 





Brows, Tuomas Goprrey, Bolton, Engine Tenter Bolton | Stanton, Wee, yy Surrey, Builder Guildford | rosvenor 


Pet JuneS8 Ord June 8 Pet June 10 Ord Jun 


| Lucas, ALBERT, Ossett, Yorks, abe June 19 at 3 


Brows, Witt1AM, Bow, Dairyman High Court Pet | Sropparr, WILu1Am, Sheffield, Saw Hardener Sheffield | Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 





May 15 Ord June 9 Pet June10 Ord June 10 | McQuavx, James, Fisher Yarn, Kendal June 20 at 11 
Cuwrix, Hexry Jony, Gt Saffron hill, Licensed | Srronaman, Witt1am James, eee, Tob t G 8 ‘ 
ictualler HighCourt Pet May5 Ord June 8 Plymouth Pet JuneS Ord June Mutter, Wrii1am Jomx, Egremont, Cheshire, Tailor 
Cuzw, Zacuartas, Accrington, Painter Blackburn Pet | Tatman, Gzorce, Newport, I of W, Baker Newport Pet | June 24 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoris st, Liverpool 
June8 Ord June 8 June4 Ord June 4 | Morets, Gsorce James, ‘Trealaw ww, Glam, General Dealer 


Cuzcc, Witt1am, Westmorland, Stationmaster Kendal | Tomtix, Wittiam Henry, ome 


Pet June 10 Ord June 10 ley, Yorks, Printers 


RuAN Bowman, Calver- | June 23 at 12 65, High st, 
rd Pet June 6 Ord | Murrevt, Cecu, Harry Freperick, Cardiff, Shipowner 
Rec, 29, Queen 


Curt, Toomas Frepericx, Witton, Birmingham, Coal June 6 | June 23 at 11 

Merchant Birmingham Pet June 10 Ord June 10 WALKER, Josepn, Meosley, Gardener Birmingham Pet | Patx, Faeperick Geores, Paignton, Devon, Butcher 
Cross, Henry, sen, Buckland Newton, Dorset Dorchester Junes Ord Jun June 20 at 11 ™ 4 Athenzeum ter th 

Pet June 10 Ord June 10 Wess, Jony a Staffs, Carpenter Stour- | Rossrr, ee oe Talbot, Glam June 19 at 11.45 
Doxcay, Joux, Treherbert, Glam, Weigher Pontypridd bridge Pet June5 Ord June5 ee row, Chester 

Pet June9’ Ord June 9 Weuts, Frank Fenevoy, and Cuartes Josrrs WE15, | a = — Govestry, Gah ce June 19 at 12 Off 
Ficguing, FREDERICK, ep yy Cooper Burton Gospel Oak, Timber Merchants High Court Pet June | Ree, 17, H 

on Trent Pet June10 Ord June 1 9 Ord June 9 | ScAMMELL, GrorcE Fey West Plymouth, Photo- 
Gizert, GzorcE Freperick, and phe Is Reeves, Cardiff, | Worra.t, Gzorce, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Rope Mer- grapher June 20 at 11.30 10, Athenzeum ter, Ply- 

wilders Cardiff Pet June9 Ord June chant Salford Pet May 22. Ord June 9 | mouth 


Gimour, ALEXANDER, Leeds, Business jon Leeds Pet | WorsTatt, Tomas, Hartshorne, Derby, Farmer Burton Tomiix, Wittiam Henry, and Herwan Bowman, Calver- 


June? Ord June 9 onTrent Pet JuneS Ord June 8 ley, Yorks, Printers June 22 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor 
Gsauam, Roser Henry Reynoips, Bristol, Greengrocer | Wraca, ANnrz Jaye, Sheffield, Dressmaker Sheffield Pet row, Bradford 

Bristol Pet June 10 Ord June 10 June9 Ord June 9 Vavueuay, Ricnarp, Leeds, Drysalter Junel9atil Off 
Haxpisipzs, Witiram, Middlesborough, Commission | Younc, Arruur I, Freshwater Bay, I of W High Court | Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Agent Stockton on Tees Pet June6 Ord June 6 Pet Feb4 Ord June 4 


Hanvey, Joun Epes, Redruth, Cornwall Saddler Truro Amended notice substituted for that published in the 


Pet June 10 Ord June 10 


Wecumay, Mary ’s Bush rd June 19 at238 
Gin Gone 


WeE.ts, Frank Fesyxevoy, and Cuartes Joserx Watts, 


London Gazette of April 10 i 
ovesox, Grorce E , Pilsley, Derby, F D { Gospel Oak, Timber Merchants June 19at12 Bank- 
De deere Cod aang ny: Denby, Farmer Derby | cos, Araxaupen Matacen, Keswhk, Cumberland Gad-| _ saplay Wigs, Casey et 
a ~ Tow as, the younger, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, dler Cockermouth Pet Mar17 Ord April 6 | beins == JP, 12 ao Hehe » Glam, Colliery Manager 
er Wells “Pet June9 Ord June } une 19at12 65, st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Jouxsox, Bex, Dewsbury, Yorks, Seater Dewsbury Amended ae es ee in the bees Witiras iqisngollen, Denbigh, Builder June 


Pet June 9 Ord June 


Jowerr, WittiaM, Sheffield, Butcher Sheftield Pet June | Wiese, Cant, Newcastle on Tyne, Merchant Newcastle 





Wonsr ut aout een, Derby, Farmer June 22 
at3 Midland Trent 





a 10 Ord June 10 on Tyne Pet May9 Ord May 9 Hotel, Station st, Burton on 
RENTON, AGnzs, Destingten, Costumier Stockton on Tees Amended notice substituted a that ones in the 
Km May 22 Ord June London Gazette of May 19 SOCERSEIES. 
G6, Wittiam Busue.y, » Commission Agent | pupnows, J H d A M, ie Barxwitt, James Horye, Lutton Cornwood, Devon, 
ester Pet June9 Ord June 9 = * — et an d cm gg z ARY Fe Provision Merchant Plymouth Pet June S Ord 
Lissert, Cxartes, and Frank Gaz, Oldham, Coal Mer- May 4 Powe _ roydon = Pet April 25 On June 8 
chants Oldham Pet June3 Ord June 3 y er) Bux Mary, Landport Portsmouth Pet June § 
Lonp, yaaa Crane, Nuneaton Coventry Pet May 27 RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. B Ord J = Ts a 
e LUBM, a EODORE, a Brough' Stock 
Mauuerr, Roserr Tuomas, Leighton Buzzard, Grocer Srratrorp, Joun D’Avsrs1, Southsea, Captain Ports- Broker Salford Pet Ma: ‘Got Jens 
wate Pet Juned Ord June 9 8 mouth Rec Ord Jan 29, 1896 Rese Feb 26 Brows, 1 Tuomas Gopvany, J Engine Tenter Bolton 
ANT, Tuomas, St Leonards, Sussex, Cycle Manufac- une 
u Hastings Pet June 4 Ord June 9 FIRST MEETINGS. ons, 5 Zions A ie Painter Blackburn Pet 
UkTaGH, Hucu, Burnley, Jeweller Burnley Pet June | Arruerox, WALTER Quarton, Harswell, Yorks, Farmer Ord June 
x 10 Ord June 10 | June 22 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York custo, » Weneane Westaarld, Station Master Kendal Pet 
shirt, Gtorce Tuomas, Gateshead Newcastle on Tyne | Arkriysoyn, Annie Exizantu, Leeds, Shopkeeper June 22 | June 10 Ord June 10 
p June9 Ord June 9 | atll Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds | Cross, Henry, senr, Buckland Newton Dorchester Pet 
4preup, Joux, Blaenavon, Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet | ATKINSON, Georas KinvinGrox, Gt Grimsby, Confectioner June9 Ord June 10 
P une8 Ord June 8 June 20 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby Duxcay, Herssrrt Luppixeroy, Kingston upon Hull 
Ayyrer, Anprew Ricuarp, Tévgepeel, Emigration Agent | Baivey, Rrcuarp Aaron, Sou’ Marine Engineer Tobacconist Kingston upon Hull Pet > 16 Ord 
verpool Pet May 6 Ord June 8 June 19 at 11.30 Off "Ree, 4, East st, Southampton June 10 


Pranse, Gronar Epaar Hore, Chi 
pstead, Surrey Hi 
Pet May 19 Ord June 10 apa 





Brown, Tuomas Goprrey, Bol 
at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 


, Engine Tenter June 26 | Fickuixe, Denoeiene: Burton on Trent Burton on Trent 
Pet June 10 Ord June 10 


Peet, Haroup 8, Manchester Pet May 12 | Drew, Joun Wirtian, Plymouth, Ironmonger June 20 at  Forp, Taomas Murray, iretets st High Court Pet 
R June 8 10 10, Ath enreum ter, Plymouth 21 Ord June 9 

kes, Grivvirn, Aberavon, Glam, Draper Neath Pet June | Duncan, Hervert Lv ppineton, Ki m upon Hull, Gitmovr, Sageee, pm, Satedn Agent Leeds Pet 
Rw June { Tobacconist June 20 at 10.30 Off Trinity House June 9 Ord June 9 

pales, een Colne, Lancs, Joiner Burnley Pet any Giipsrt, Saneee Freperick, and Lewis a 4 ss, Cardiff, 
Ri uwe9 Ord June 9 Garutcx, Joux, Warrington, Furniture Manufacturer Builders Cardiff Pet June 9 

CHARDSON, JoHN Fosrss Marniorr, Ashfield, Yorks, one 19 at 11.5 Court House, Upper Bank st, War- Goppsx, Eowarp, South Darenth, Kent, Miller Rochester 

Scarborough Pet May 1 Ord June Pet May 20 June 8 


Rixo, Dovatas Hoot 2 
PER, Levens, Westmrid Kendal Pet Guanxi, a= Ryton on Tyne, Contractor June 29 at Rasen, Wiuiax, a ee Commission 2a 
Bait’ Ord June 8 ll. Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newoastle on Tyne Stockton on Tees Pet June6 Ord June 6 4s 
Josurn, Lymm, Cheshire, Engineer's Draughts- | enna oop, Ontaxrvo Wurrs, Armley, Leeds 19 at 
Warrington Pet June 10 Ord June 10 3 Off Ree, 22, Park row, 


Leeds 


Harvey, Joun Pheer. Redruth, Cornwall, Saddler Truro 
‘ Pet June 9 Ord June 10 ' 
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Hery, Wittiam Henry, » Spring st Hyde Park, Chemist 
High Court Pet May 26 June 10 
Hopesox, Gsorcz Epwarp, Pilsley, 
Pet June6 Ord June 8 
Honexrssox, Hensert Dennis, Mansfield, Cycle Manu- 
facturer Chesterfield Pet May1 Ord June 10 
James, THomas, jun, Midsomer Norton, Somersets, Builder 
Pet June 9 Ord June 9 
Jouxsox, Bex, Dewsbury, Ironmonger 
Junes Ord June 9 
Jowett, Wri114m, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield Pet June 
9 Ord June 10 
Kise, Wituiam Busuett, Gravesend, Commission Agent 
ester Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Laies, Epuunp Wi.uram, Cobridge, Staffs, Machinist 
ley, Burslem, and Tuns' Pet June 4 Ord 
June § 
me Swansea, Draper Swansea Pet May16 Ord 
‘une 6 


Lussam, Atrrep, Paris High Court Pet Marchi7 Ord 
June 10 


Mauterr, Rosert Tomas, Leighton Buzzard, Grocer Luton 
Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

Mourragut, Cect. Haney Frepenicx, Cardiff, Shipowner 
Cardiff Pet April 28 Ord June 10 


Derbys, Farmer 


Dewsbury Pet 


June9 Ord June 9 
Newman, Agtuve Ausert, Bournemouth, Cabdriver Poole 
Owen, Evax, Liverpool, Provision Merchart High Court 
Pet May 13 Ord June 10 
June8 Ord June 8 
Payyrer, Anprew Ricsazp, Liverpool, Emigration Agent 
Ress, Gairrirs, Aberavon, Glam, Draper 
June 9 . Ord June9 
Burnley Pet 
June 9 June 9 
Ruse, Doveras Hoorsr, Westmorland Kendal Pet June 
8 
Rosgets, Josern, Lymm, Cheshire, Engineer’s Draughts- 
man Warrington Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
ord Pet June4 Ord June 4 
Bar, Wintas Symons, Leicester, Draper Leicester Pet 
April 29 
Sawrer, Hexay Asurox, Hammersmith, High 
Court April 29 Ord June 10 
e Pet Junes une 8 
Starer, Wrasse Howarp, Aylesbury, Contractor Ayles- 
Serre, Heyer, Ringite m upon ay one 
upon Hall PetJune5 Ord J 
Semi, Rosser, Sheffield Sheffield pet June 8 Ord 
Srernzxsos, Wiutiam Hewary, Bournemouth, Furniture 
Dealer Poole Pet May 29 Ord Junes 
Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
Sreovemas, Writs James, pene, 
Piymouth 


— Grorcr Tuomas, Gateshead Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet May 30 Ord June 9 
Paprisip, Jonx, Blaenavon, Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
Liverpool Pet May6 Ord Junes 
Neath Pet 
Risuaxen, Rosesr, Colne, Lancs, Joiner 
June 8 
Rosrayt, io Ansexz, Barking, Essex, Surgeon's 
Assistan 
Ord June 6 
Clerk 
Scuvuttz, Herserica Witnets Cart, North Shields New- 
castle on 
Pet JuneS Ord June 8 
Kingston 
June 8 
Sropparr, Wit11am, Sheffield, Saw Hardener Sheffield 
Tobacconist 
Pet JuneS Ord June 8 


Taumax, Gzroncz, Newport, I W, Baker Newport Pet 
June4 Ord June 4 

Wau1, Bicuazp, Wirksworth, Derbys, Woolstapler Derby 
Pet May 8 June 8 

Wess, Jous Picsorr, Wordsley, em, Carpenter Stour- 
bridge Pet June5 Ord June 

‘Worsrat, Tuomas, Hartshorne, Derbys, Farmer Burton 
on Trent PetJuneS Ord June 8 

Waracc, Axsirz Jaxz, Sheffield, Dressmaker Sheffield 
Pet Jane9 Ord June 9 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 14 : 
Dopvs, Atexaspzs Me.zose, Keswick, Cumbrid, Saddler 
Cockermouth Pet Marchi7 Ord April 10 


Amended notice 
London Gazette of 


Wiest, Cant, Newcastle on Tyne, Merchant Newcastle 


on Tyne Pet May 9 Ord May? 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Aviss, Rowzet, Putney Bridge rd, Builder Wandsworth 
Adjud Dec 21,1995 Annual June 4, 1596 


London Gasette.—Torsvar, June 16, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
A.itsa.7t, Biczazvn Witiiax, New Swindon, Wilts 
@on Pet Jaume 11 Ord June ll 
', Carnarvos, Master Mariner Bangor 
Ord June 11 
Neath, Glam, Grocer Neath Pet June 


Swin- 


Axsprxsos, Axsparw 
Pet June 11 

Batowis, Arrery, 
11 Ord Jaume 11 

Baexezs, Heser, api Cazistrornez Barros, Winsford. 
Cheshire, Bailders Nantwich Pet June 12 Ord 
June 12 

Bazsee, Wiiiisx Coerzeisvs, Landport, Hant«, Furniture 

Portsmouth Pet Junei2 Ord Jane iz 
Batizsomax, O'Bares Catzse+, Putaey, Omnibus Driver 
andeworth June1 Ord June 10 
Bourr, Avrezy Beer, Harrogate, Yorks, Art Florist York 


Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Bovures. Hexer, Sheficid, Meat Galesman Sheffirld Pet 
Jane 11 Ord Jone 11 

Besmuet, Bamver, Derby Derby Pet Jume 12 Ord | 
June 12 f 

Cawre, Peect Bows Herter, Pokesiown, Hante Win- 
Geetter Pei some 12 Ori June iz 


Crzavee, Gronon Cocaxetit, 
Pet Jumeiz Ord duet 
Covasos, Warten, Leeds, Hockbroker 
Ord Fume 11 
Yssoocrse, Verwrusce Arrave, Broadstairs, Kent, Grocer 
Castesbary Vet Jame 12 Ord June 12 


ame Aue iomeer 


"Leste Pct Feb 10 


Ewens, Atsert, East Liss, Hants, Dealer Portsmouth 
Pet May 20 Ord Junei0 

Fisuer, WiLu1aM, Rochdale, Butcher Rochdale Pet June 
8 Ord June 11 . 

Grit Brorners, Bishopsgate st Without, Builders High 
Court Pet March 24 Ord June 12 

Harris, CHartes Wittiam, Golden lane High Court 
Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Hawkins, Joux, Abchurch lane, Wine Merchant High 
Court Pet May 19 Ord June 12 

Hitt, Jouy Aurrep, Sparkhill, — Builder Bir- 
mingham Pet June12 Ord June 12 

Houttyxs, Henry, Colwich, Staffs, Farmer Stafford Pet 
June13 OrdJune 13 

Horver, Witt1am Henry, Bogner, Coachbuilder Brighton 
Pet June13 Ord June 1 


Jenkins, WILLIAM, oatin, Glam, Mason Cardiff Pet 
Junell Ord June 11 

Jones, GzorGe, Salford, Lancs, Joiner Salford Pet June 
11 Ord June 12 

Kirk, Samve, Witu1am, Wroughton, Wilts Swindon Pet 
June 13 Ord June 13 

Masu, James, Kew gdns, Builder Wandsworth Pet May 
8 Ord June ll 

Merepirx, Beysamin Sutrn, Godalming, Surrey, Iron- 
monger Guildford Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Resp, Srerues, Aberdare, Glam,  rccenaees Draper Aber- 
dare Pet June1 OrdJunel 

Ricuarps, Gzorez, Gt Grimsby, Labourer Gt Grimsby 


Pet June li Ord June 11 

Rostyson, Joun, Stone, Staffs, Farmer Stafford Pet June 
11 Ord June 11 

Rumsgy, Ceorce Henry, Folkestone, Baker Canterbury 
Pet Junell Ord June 11 

Sesion, Joseph Witiiam, Barnsley, Yorks, Chemist 
Barnsley Pet June12 Ord June 12 

Snotoys, Wattrer Gites, Winchester Winchester Pet 
Junell Ord June 11 

Sracey, Harry, Treharris,Glam, Baker Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet June12 Ord June 12 

Sway, Frank Lovstt, Cardiff, Colliery Agent Cardiff Pet 
Junell Ord June il 

Ta.xs, Epwarp, Rochdale, Coal Daaler Rochdale Pet 
June12 Ord June 12 

Tayror, Tuomas, Cleveland st, Fitzroy sq, Dairyman High 
Court Pet May19 Ord June 11 


Townsenp, Exxest, Claverdon, Warwicks, Groom War- 
wick Pet JuneS Ord JuneSs 
TurRNER, JOSEPH, ye ~ so ae Keeper Bridg- 


water PetJune13 Ord Junel 

Wesrtos, James, Bradley Green, Staite, Coptinien Agent 
Macclesfi eld’ Pet pg Ord June 1: 

Witsos, Bessamry, Birstall, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer 
Dewsbury Pet June 2’ Ord June 12 

Woopwarp, Grores, Gosport, Grocer Portsmouth Pet 
Junell Ord June ll 

Waicut, Mary, Lydbury North, Soin, Shopkeeper Leo- 
minster Pet Junel2 Ord J 

Waricut, Caries, and ney , “eat Chesham, 
Font China Dealers Aylesbury Pet June 11 Ord 

une 11 

Wrnterk, Artuce Lezycesrer, South Kensington High 
Court Pet April1é Ord June ll 

Youre, Susay Mary, New semngeen, Grocer 
Pet Junell Ord June1 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 5: 


Rochester 


Warrington, Furniture Manufacturer 
Pet May 16 Ord Junel 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Antuve, Georce, Kentish Town, Builder June 23 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Asutoy, Jons Worrn, had ef Yorks June 26 at 12 


Gar.icx, Joux, 
W 


23, 





substituted for that cr n the | 
May 12 


Colmore row, Birmi 

| “> Cuances, South Kenai 

ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

| Banyes, Georce Henry, and Atsert Tuomas Banves, 
Birmingh am, Chandelier Manufacturers’ June 25 at 11 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Batt, Harey Doveury, rr, Handeworth, Staffs, Draper June 
Z@atil 23, Colmore row, Bi 

Boorr, Aureep Bury, Harrogate, Yorks, Art Florist June 
2% at12.320 Off Ree, 28, Stonegate, York 

Brows, Epcar Hareisox Rosert, Hatton grdn, Clerk 
June23 at1l1 Bankruptcy blidgs, Carey st 

Cuitps, Jauns, Ki Builder June 23 at12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Fick XG, Peepesxick, Winshill, Derbys, Cooper June 24 


ensington June 26 at 12 Bank- 


at3 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 
Fisser, Wiit1am, Rochdale, Butcher June 24 at 2.15 
To Rochdale 


Faost, Cuanies Atrzep, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer 
pen bn at 12 Off Rec, St Veter’s Church walk, Not- 
mn 
Gansete x, Tuomas Gronrcz, Port Talbot, Glam, Cattle 
a June 2 at 12 Off Rec, 31, dra rd, 
wansea 


a Rovert Hexzy Rerxoips, Kingsdown, Bristol, 
June 2% at 12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Conn st, Bristol 
| Hazxtsos, "Janes Wuirz, ae lane June 23 at 2.20 
i Bankru bk 


i 8, Carey st 
| Hanver, Jous Eves, Bedruth, Cornwall, Sadd'er June 
2ati2 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Hotvoway, Pause Jamas, Minehead, Som Grocer 
| —— ae 15 The George & Teatiwes Eh Hotel, Victoria 
r al 
Husrxe, T, Haymarket June 23 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs 


Care 

JAuns, a Jor, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, polite 
cone fe at 12.00 «Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Bi 

ma, G E, South Tottenham, Builder June 23 at3 


Pi - - 7 bu rw ar tg ~~ 
ere un, Dewsbury, Y« toninonger June 23 at 
| ff Bec, Bank chiobre, Batley Se : 





Joyss, GeorGe, Salford, Lancs, Joiner Jane 24 at 345 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

soem Wiiu1am, Sheffield, Butcher June 26 at 2 Og 

Figtree In, Sheffield 

Seumen Aes ks, Darlington, Milliner 
Rec, 8, Albertrd, Middlesborough 

Kise, Witiiam Buse L, Gravesend, Kent. Commisgigg 
Agent July 13 at11 115, High st, Rochester 

Leicu, Epmunp Witu14M, Cobridge, Staffs, Machinist Jun 
23at 1 Townhall, Hanley 

Lisserr, Carvers, and Franx Gaur, Oldham, Coal Men 


June 24atli Og 


— June 23 at 3.30 Off Rec, 97, Bridg e st, Man. 

cheste: 

MacBeay, A W, Highgate, Builder June 24 at 9 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Mactavueix, Danret, Walthamstow June 24at12 Bank. 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mvurracu, Huen, Burnley, Lancs, Jeweller 
1.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Nessitt, Grorcr Tuomas, Gateshead June 29 atl1 Of 
Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Nevirr, Hersenr, Stapeley, Nantwich, Brick Manufa. 
turer June 26 at 2.30 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Newman, Arraur ALBERT, Bournemouth, Cabdriver Jun: 
23 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Prexce, Tuomas, Bath, Draper 
Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Regs, Lf neg ‘Aberavon, Glam, Draper June 23 ati 
Off Rec, Ogden’s ag Bridge st, Manchester 

Renacu, Rosert, Colne, Lancs, Joiner June 24 at335 
Crown Hotel, Colne 

RosertTs, Josern, Lymm, Cheshire, Engineer’s Draughts 
man June 24 at 3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge x, 
Manchester 

Sawyer, Henry Asutox, Hammersmith, Clerk June% 
atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

S1arey, WiLtiam Howanrp, Aylesbury, Contractor Jum 
23 at12 Bankruptcy Office, Oxford 

Sarru, Henry, Kingston upon <* Grocer June 24 ati 
0 , Trinity House lane, 

Storey, Henry, Sunderland, Bank ; — June 2Mati 
Off Ree, 25, "John st, Sunderland 

Tayor, GEORGE w, Arundel st, Piccadilly June 24at 119 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Tuouss, on, Pontypridd, Innkeeper June 25at12 &, 

st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Trom HAs Masry, Tonypandy, Glam, Grocer June 25 at 3 6, 
igh st, Merthyr Tydfil 

vV *.. oun, Cardiff June 25 at 11 
st, Cardiff 

Waker, Josrrpu, Moseley, Gardener 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Warsoy, Toomas, West Hartlepool, Clerk June 2 ati 
Royal Hotel, West Hartlepool 

Wesrearta, Joun Davinson, Normanby, Yorks, Painie 
July 1 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Witriams, Jenkin, T realaw, Glam, Licensed Vie 
June 23 at3 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Worratt, Georeor, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Rope Me- 
chant June 24 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Ma 
chester 

Youne, Susan Mary, New Brompton, Grocer July Ba 
11.30 115, High st, Rochester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Autyatr, Ricuarp Wi1t114M, New Swindon, Wilts Swinde 
Pet June1l Ord June 11 

Anprrson, AnpREw, Carnarvon, Master Mariner Banger 
Pet April 27 Ord June 11 


June Bat 


June 24 at 1 Off Re, 


Off Rec, 29, Quees 
June 26 atl & 


Ba.pwiy, ALFRED, Neath, Glam, Grocer Neath Pet Jum 
11 Ord June 11 
Barkes, Henry, and Curistornrr Barros, Winstial, 


Cheshns, Builders Nantwich Pet June 12 Of 

un 

Baryes, Witiiam Corneivs, Landport, Hants, Furniter 
Dealer Portsmouth Pet June 12 Ord June 12 x 

Beviincnam, O’Baren Cainyes, Putney, Omnibus Daw 
Wandsworth Pet June10 Ord June 10 

Bourton, Henry, Sheffield, Meat Salesman Sheffield 


June il Ord June il 

Bricuoust, Samurt, Derby Derby Pet June il On 
June 12 

Cawre, Percy Epwiy Hewry, Pokesdown, Hants We 
chester Pet Junel10 Ord Tune 12 

Cuatwix, Henry Joux, Gt Saffron hill, Licensed Vier 
aller High Court Pet May5 Ord June ll 

Cieaver, Georce Cocxritn, Reading, Berks, Auction# 
Reading Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

E.sovrng, #RepERICK Arravur, Broadstairs, Kent, Got 
Canterbury Pet June12 Ord June 12 

Eszicut, Ropert Avruep, Stoke Newington, Auctiot 
Edmonton Pet March6 Ord June 12 

Hastixnes, Atyrep Garviner, New Cavendish st, Portas! 
pl High Court Pet Jan27 Ord June 12 

Hinsox, Evwin Pexprev, Weymouth, Tailor Dorchet® 
Pet May 29 Ord June 11 

Ho.iins, Henny, Colwich, Staffs, Farmer Stafford 
June13 Ord June 13 

Jenkins, Wittiam, Brigend, Glam, Mason Cardiff i 
Junell Ord June 11 

Kirx, Samven Wi.tiam, New Swindon, Wilts, Manu 
turer Swindon PetJune13 OrdJune 13 

Mircugis, Joux Wuegiam, Birmingham, Builder i 
minghem Pet June6é Ord June 12 

Narunax, Isaac, Bethnal Green rd, Lampmaker ig 
Court Pet April 20 Ord June il 

Moeeeasnnts Lity Fraxces) Queen’s rd, St John’s Wes, 


ist High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord June® | 
Pasgeew, Bans Avruaus, South Mimms, Builder 


Pes y21 Ord June 10 4 

Kicuanvs, Geonuz, Gt Grimsby, Labourer Gt @ 
Yet Junell Ord June 11 

Ruusey, Gzonaz Hexuy, Folkestone, Kent, Baker 
terbu: Pet JunelO Ord June 11 

Semon, Josuvu Witiam, Barnsley, Yorks, G 
Barnal: Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Simmons, Auten Gites, Winchester Winches * 
Junell Ord June 11 


fv acey, Hauny, Treharris, Glam, Baker Merthyr 


Pet June 12 Ord June 12 






















OF 
BA 
BO 
RO 
FI] 


a I = 





O, 1896, 

wa aatt 
Se 
— 24 at 3.5 
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ax, Fraxyx Lovew Py Colliery. Agent 

ea Pet June 11 Ord June tl 

Epwarp, Rochdale, Dial Dealer 

ap 12 Ord June 12 

Jurior, THomas, Fitzroy sq, Dairyman High Court Pet 
May 19 Ord June 13 

Javion, Witi14M, Liscard, aaa Boat Builder Liverpool 
Pet May 14 Ord June 12 

Touts, Wit114m Henry, and Herman Bowman, Calverley, 
Yorks, Printers Bradford Pet June6 Ord June 11 

Towssexv, Exnest, Claverdon, Warwick, Groom Warwick 
Pet June 8 Ord June 8 

Warxer, Josxrn, Moseley, Worcs, Gardener Birmingham 
Pet JuneS Ord June 12 

ee. Georce, Bournemouth, Builder Poole Pet April 

Ord June 13 

es, CatTuerine Mary, Ealing Brighton Pet May 8 
Ord June 11 

Youre, —* Mary, Kent, Grocer Rochester Pet June 
11 Ord June ll 


Rochdale Pet 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 22.—Messrs. Manrierr & Bennett, at the Mart, at 
2, Frechold Ground Rents secured on properties at 
Belgravia (see advertisement, June 6, p. 4). 


June 23.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & 
RulDGEWATER, at the Mart, at 2, Woodside , near 
Twyford, Berks ; Residence near Harrow-on-the-Hill ; 
Town House, Shop and Dwelling House off Piccadilly : 
Freehold Residential Finchiew known as Warfield-gro' 
Berks ; Olders Hall, Finch] 

Fstate at Hendon and Kingsbury, Middlesex 
advertisements, May 30, pp. 3 and 4). 


June 23.—Messrs. E. & H. Lumury, at the Mart, at 2, The 
Donhead Hall Estate, near Shaftesbury, Wilts, on the 
borders of Dorset ; Freehold Residence, known as “‘ East 
Brock,” and ten Freehold Cottages at Wokingham, 
Berks (see advertisements, May 30, p. 7). 


Jane 24.—Messrs Epwin Fox & Bovsrretp, at the Mart, 
at2, Ground Rent of £320 secured on ‘‘The G 


June 25.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewsoy, Farmer, & Batnar- 
water, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold and Leasehold 
a comprising Grouni Rents, Shops, Residences, 

and Building Land at Ealing ; and the Free- 
bald Propert known as *‘ Woodlands,” near Burgess 
Hill, ay see advertisements, May 30, p 4). 








All letters intended for publication in tie 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


MAPLE & CO 
FURNITURE 


MAPLE & CO. FIT 
UP OFFICES 
Board Roms, and 


Committee Rooms 

















for 
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ORPHAN ASYLUM, WATFORD. 


Election Next Mond aay, a une 22, 1896. 


Candidature of May NoswortTHy Greex, ey of 
the late Arthur Green, 8 of the Court, and 
Managi ng Clerk to Messrs. Boxall & Boxall. The Pro- 
fession’s 0 Votes and i 








icitor, F. Dura’ Durant, Esq., Boticitor, 
Rev. T. 8. Coates, St. Anne’s, Fins bury Park, and others 





POCKLINGTON SCHOOL, near YORK. 


Public Boarding School “of over 100 Boys. iy 
situation at foot of Yorkshire Wolds. Ri 
workshop »y ying felis, Strong staff of U: 
workshops. ¥ ni- 
fy oo sert ob Se 

niv vant out of pi 

fund at dis: of Head 2a Mester) for sons of C , Medical 
and Legal Men. Eight Entrance Scho be com- 
nos for 7a | oe seas —Apply to Heap Master for 





EDE AND SOF, 


ROBE Ada MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her ie, the Lord Chancellor, the hat ay of the 
cial Bench, Corporation of London, & 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARKISTEKs. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerke of the Peace 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gourns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, 
THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


zs Bos ee ae 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notics. 


LONDON, 








et OS EE PS ee Oe 


MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
vical for 


c ENTURES, 
ates oor ig "No Eharge for Sketches. 
Solicitors’ _ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


>s, Pri 





OFFICE sy for Banking, In- ) 


i 


surance and Rail- 
Companies, 
Societies, and 
Private Firms, and 
ing menufac- 
turers on a 
large scale are able 
out all 
such orders in the 
most expeditious 





3 


BANKS 
BOARD 
ROOMS 
FIRST 

CLASS 
FURNITURE 
LSE 


Tottenham Oourt road, London, W. 





* 





Cy 




















Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND & CO.'S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of all Chemists and Grocers, 











BRAND & 02) Barra, ye & MAYFAIR WORKS, 


UXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 








C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
The £5 5s. 
LEGAL N 1EST. 


It is I nr pry ~<A SR 
Profession. 


Consists of four oe japanned Deed Boxes, with fall- 
down fronts, and = a in each. Secured by 
Hobbs’ Patent or other Size, 20in. by 13in. by 14in. 











k £13; carriage paid in 
dead box, i¢in. Gin. by 12in. by 10in., at 10s. 6d. nett cash. 


C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Address. 
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REVERSIONS | 





LIFE INTERESTS 
GROUND RENTS ; 











LIBERAL COMMISSION ON ASSURANCE BUSINESS TO SOLICITORS. 
APPLY TO GENERAL MANAGER. 


PROBATE VALUATIONS. 


OFr 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





Purchased ON ADVANTAGEOUS TERMS 


English and Scottish Law Life 
Assurance Association, 


12, WATERLOO PLACE, LONDON, S.W., 





BY THE 


Or Advances Made. 





SPINK & SON, Goupsmrrus anp Su.vensmirus, 17 anp 18, Piccapmiy, W., and at 1 anp 2, 
beg respectfully’ to announce that they ACCURATELY 
appraisz the above for the Lecat Prorgssion ‘or PuRcHASE the same for cash if desired. Estab- 


GracgcHURCH-sTREET, ConnHILL, Lonpon, E.C., 


lished 1772 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S8.H. Prince Lowis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





RIENT COMPANY’S PLEASURE 
CRUISES b the Steamships ‘‘ GARONNE,” 3,876 
* LUSITANIA,” 3,877 tons register, 
leaving London as under :— 
For the NORWAY FIORTS, 
23rd Juns, for 21 days, 
lith Jury, for 15 days. 
For NORWAY os VADSO (for Solar Eclipse), 
and SPITZBERGEN, 
22nd Jury, for 27 days. 
At the most Northerly point of this Cruise the Sun will be 
above the horizon at Midnight. 
For COPENHAGEN, STOCK HOLM, 8ST. PETERSBURG, 
KIEL, the BALTIC CANAL, &c. 
25th Avoust, for 28 days. 
String pe Aes ons a. light, high-class cuisin 
&Co.; 


For Passage apply to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
avenue, E.C.; Stee West-end Branch Office, 16, Cock- 
spur-street, London 8.W. 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 

RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 

RB. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 

Medical Superintend-nt. 

INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE 

ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 
ESTABLISHED 1864 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 








Higher Middle Classes suffé from the above. hly 
successful results. Consul : Sir BENJAMIN 
WAED N,M.D.,F.B.C.P. Medical Attend- 
ant: Dr. J. 8T.T CLARKE, "Leicester.—For terms, &e., 


apply, Mrs. Tuxzovavo, Principal, , Tower House, Leicester 
TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


87, MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 





Wor Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
2% to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Metical Superintendent, 
¥. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.B.C.S. (Eng.) 


AA ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— 
the 





lew vt, whoa, ke. Special et .. ~~ 

contort. Popular prices. Every ee and 
Mf AD4ME TUSSAUD’ D5 EXHIBITION, 
Baker-sreet “tation — SPENCER BAL- 
SOUR. LIBERA J Open 
of yp rata oe tay 


AAtiasion, 
Extes, rooms “4. MADAME 





Ee 





| en rl Life 


IFE ASSURANCE ' POLICIES 
4 WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
Considerably over surrender vaiue given. 
Speedy settlements and highest erences. 
Also Reversions and Life Interests purchased. 
T. ROBINSON, 


Insurance Broker, 85, High-ctrest West, Sanderiand. 


REVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
or FUNDED P ee or thee 
Securities and Annuities PURCHAS Loans 
Annuities ag FT , AF. EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY ED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Btracd.  Eetablehed 
we Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 





C.H. CLAYTON, } | Joint 
. CLAYTON. i 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EsTasLisuED 1823), 
Interests in Real and Personal 
terests and Lafe Policies, and 
Money upon these Securities. 
"ae Share and Debenture Capital, £613,725. 
17, KING’S ARMS YARD, COLEMAN S8TREET, E.C. 


ADVANCES ON MORTGAGE AT FIVE PER 
CENT. INTEREST. 


r hey BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY 
d to make Advances 
HOLD. LEASEHOLD HOUSES Sand SHOPS, alo also 


on LICENSED HOUSES, ae & one sum or by 


paiem ies 





any ments, without notice. — ly to Poanow 
Ravenscnorr, Manager, Birkbeck Bank, pton- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C, 


ESTAB LISHED 1861. 


| BIRKBECK BANK 


hil Ai » Ch y-1 L 4 








TWO-AND-A-HALF pe per CENT. INTEREST allowed 

eon, on demand. 

TWO per CENT. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the | 

minimum monthl: balances, when not drawn below £100. | 
STOCKS and purchased and sold. 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
een tho qresmenaianent 5 Tae tho Saat cacsives small 
and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £ ° H 








BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH, 


BIRKBECK FREEHC.D LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR VIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 


The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full 
pont tre. NCIS RAVENSCROFT, — 
& UJ ey COURTS BRANCH : 
, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 
A.W. couse, District Manager. 


SUM INSURED tm 1995, £3090,776,000. 








Just out, crown 8vo; cloth, price 6s. net. 


THE STATUTORY 
TRUST INVESTMENT GUIDE. 


The Text by ss sae ee M.A., of Lincoln’s. 


The estindens as 7 as Eligible compiled and 
Arranged by FREDC. C. MATHIESON & SONS. 


Opinions ON THE 3 ON THE First Epition. 

‘*We think that the authors have executed their task 
well, and that the book will be found useful.”—Lay 
Quarte rly. 

“ This is a very useful little book.” —Law Times. 

“The book will give trustees a good impression of the 
extent of the securities now open to them.’’—Solicitor’ 
Jou 

“Mr. Marrack has produced an admirable little book on 
the important subject of the investinent of trust funds,.”— 
Law Journal. 

* A real want seems to be supplied.’ —Times. 


London: EFFINGHAM WILSON, Royal Exchange. 
THE BURLINGTON CLAS%sES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 
(BAR, SOLICITORS, UNIVERSITIES). 
Principal: Mr. J. CHARLESTON, B.A. (Law Honours 
Oxon and London). 

Tutors: A Numper or Hicu-ciass Honours Grapvarss, 
BARRISTERS, AYD SPECIALISTS. 

Preparation in small ses and by Correspondenc 
Individua' attention throughout. 

Thorough Private Tuition in any branch. 

Address: Tue Paincipat, Burtixeton CLAsses, 
27, CHancery-Lanr, W.O, 


AW. —Cashier- Accountant Wanted in Soli- 

citor’s office; experience in trust, mortgage, and 

rental accounts essential. —Write, qualification, E., 35, 
Eastcheap, E.C. 


AW..—A Young Solicitor, desirous of gain- 
ing experience, wishes to obtain a Clerkship in a 
London office of varied practice ; is willing to give his ser 
vices gratuitously for first six months, _ afterwards fora 
nominal salary —Apply to N, E., care of Mr, T. Hull, 22, 
Chancery-lane, W. . 











| 4%. _—Managing Chancery Clerk, through 

changes in firm, seeks Re engagement; first-class, 

London 7 man.—M., 13, Bedford-terrace, Hornsey-road, 
ndon 





LAY; —Solicitor with Capital (28, admitted) 

uires Clerkship with view to Partnership in small 
firm, ont in the alternative Conveyancing or General Clerk- 
ship with good firm at a moderate salary; highest refer- 
ences.—C., 37, Postiand-cssscent, Manchester. 


W ANTED, by Young Solicitor with four 

years’ practical experience as Managing br 
London 7 Office’ Clerkship or Working Partnershi 
London or country. —Lex, “Solicitors’ Journal,’’ 27, C 
cery-lane, London. 


QOLICITOR (25, Admitted). "Requires 

Managing or General Clerkship with firm of good 
standing in town or country, latter preferred ; moderate 
salary ; highest references.—Address, So.icirorn, Adver- 
tising jisee 16 10, High Holborn. 


OLICITORS, TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, 
and DEBENTURE-HOLDERS.—Izarp & Izano, 
Trade Experts and Valuers, 52, Gracechurch - q 
Traders’ Businesses carried on and realized to best advan- 
tage. Compensation Cases prepared under the Lands 
Clauses Act, Losses by Fire, &c. Forty years’ experience. 


| REWRRY PARTNERSHIP Wanted by 

a Gentleman with a thorough knowledge of Brewing, 
who could bring £5,000 into a well-established business.— 
Apply ty letter to G., “*Getieltors’ Journal” Office, London. 


r nO PARENTS ‘and GUARDIANS. —An 
Opening for an Articled Pupil in high-class West- 
end Dental Practice.—Apply, Denrisr, care of 8. W. 











| Basten, 62, Great Portland-street, W 
| |, OOKCASES for SALF.—A Bargain, must 


be Bold.—A 16ft, 9in. light oak Bookcase, 12 shelves 
and four cupboards below, with panelled doors; another, 
similar, 16ft. in. ; one sys 10in., open, 21 shelves. —Cane- 
TAKER, 





— 


EST END OFFICES to LE i Furnished. 
—Two Rooms in commanding ition’ electric 
light, gas stoves; suitable for Solicitor, Public Company. 
Chartered Accountant, &c; terms £100 per annum imelu- 
sive,—For particulars apply to R, Anpenson & Co., 14 
Cockepur-strest, 8.W. 
Bodford- row,—To be Let, the 
for a Firm of Solicitors. 
nesd-cow, W.C. 





FFICES, 
Ground Floor, ada; 
Apply to E. Buomiey, 44, 


— 


(00D & LIGHT OFFICES. to Let on u First 


Chancery-lane, 
W.C.; Fo. my teens the street; naethe tor bation, 
scoountant.—Apply, Paiciire & Lavon, on the 


hoor, 








ear | 
i 
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The 
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